Chapter 2 AlternativesincludingtheProposed Action

Inthischapte, theNational Ernvironmental PdicyAct (NEPA)and rational and regional fisheriesmanagement
policy arereviewed to gvethereade a broad understanding of fisheries policy—how it is conveyed, what it
means, and how it is currently applied to the graundfish fisheies. In Section 2.3.2, the prindplelawsthat
governfisheries management inthe United States are revieved. In Section 2.4 theprogrammetic alternatives,
which are policy statements presented as frameworks to afford flexibility are introduced. The current policy
statementsof eachfishe’y managament plan (FMP) as wdl as theactions taken by the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council (the Council) over the last 10 years. Together, this review of current policy serves to
contrast alternativepolicies that, whilesimilar, each emphasize one set of objectives moreheavily thanothers,
and cove therangeof issuesraisad during the scoping process.

Beginning with Section 2.7, the federal action of this programmatic supplemental environmental impact
statement (SEI S) Alaska graundfishfisheriesand their management . This section servesto educat e the reader
totheenvironmental condtionsand the state of thegroundfishfisheries priorto the M agnuseon-Stevens Fishery
Conservation Management Act (M agnuson-Stevens Act) and how the FM Ps have evolved ove time as new
issues and new information have come to the forefront of policy decisonmaking. Considerable detail is
provided on the Bering Sea and Aleutian Idands (BSAI) and Gulf of Alaska (GOA) Groundfish FMPs, the
fisheries, and the management-Council process. Chapter 2 concludes with summaries of requirements and
actions taken to comply with essertial fish habitat, the Endangered Species Act, and the Marine Mammal
Protection Ad .

2.1 National Environmental Policy Act Guidance for Alternatives

The NEPA process, once triggered, requires that the environmental impacts of a federal action be evaluated
under a wide range of prospective managament actions. As described in Chapter 1, in this casethefederal
action isthefishing activitiesauthorized by theBSAI andGOA groundfishFMPs. Six alternative management
actions are proposed in Section 2.4. The impacts of these dternatives are evaluated from information and
analysis presented in Chapter 3 (Affected Environment ) and Chapter 4 (Environmental and Economic
Consequences). Chapte 4 presents the issues and impacts, thus providing the bads for choice among
aternatives by the decisionmakers and the public.
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2.2 Background Specific to Under standing This Federal Action

The President's Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) and the Nationa Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) define a programmatic environmental impact statement (EIS) to be an analysis of
aternative management policies or programs (national or regional). NOAA’s own NEPA guidelines(NOAA
Administrative Order 216-6 Section 5.09a) statethat “aprogrammeatic environmental review should analyze
the broad scope of actions within a policy or programmatic context by defining the various programs and
analyzingthe policy alternaives under consideration and the general environmentd consequences of each.”

The current, or statusquo, gr oundfish fisheries management poali cy is structur ed as a framework composed of
anumber of management goalsand objectives. T hisframework provi des theflexibility neededto managethis
very dynamic fishery, which is supported by a complex and similarly changing ocean environmert. This
management framework al so accommodates changesin how the public valuesthe resour ces and the priorities
it places on how to best utilize and protect all the nation’ s natural resources. 1t also allows decisionmakers to
balance competing management objectives and priarities.

NEPA requires that resourcemanagersidentify and eval uate al ternatives to the status quo. Because no formal
proposal is before the North Pacific Fishery Management Council (the Council) or the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) that outlinesanew or aternative management policy, NMFS devel oped anewpolicy
framework that attempts to capture values and objectives expr essed through public scoping of this SEIS, and
in other forums while remaining consistent with the Magnuson-Stevens Act and other applicablefederal law
(see Section 2.3). The purposeof amend ng the FMPs toincarporate this new policy framework isto elevate
key ecosystam issues to theforefrort of thefisheries decisionrmaking process.

This programmatic SEISis intended to provide agency decisionmaker s and the public with information that
will be useful in making future pdicy decisions. Thisdocumert will be avauable reference and planning tool
in the years ahead as decisions are made about whether to change the current management regime and the
specific changes requir ed to address the needs and values of the United Statesand itscitizens. Itisanticipated
that this SEIS will serve to highlight the strengths and weaknesses of the current management regime and
stimulate new initiatives for impr ovements to management and research.
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2.3 Management Policies and Objectives

A general overview of federd policiesreating to marinefishery conservation and management isuseful tofully
understand thedifferencesamong theprogrammatic alterndives. Thefoll owi ngsecti ons describethese national
policies as they are stipulated in federd statutes and other appli cable law.

2.3.1 Originsof U.S. Fisheries Policy

Fisheries management in theUnited Statesiscarried out inacultural and legal context that guideswhat various
management measures are selected and how they are implemented. All changes in the rules that govern
fisheries—+regardless of whether they emanate fromfishing industry, environmental or other interest groups or
even from Congressional mandates—ultimately are refracted through alegal framework and procedure befare
they are fully and finaly implemented. This framework is based to a large extent on a lega principle know
as the" public trust doctrine.”

The public trust doctrine is a principle of common law that reflects certain political and cultural concepts
pertaining to natura resources. Based first on Roman law and then on English common law, the principle
asserts that certain resources, such as theair and the water in rivers and ocears, are incapable of private
ownership and control. Fish swimming freely inriversand oceans, by extension, areincluded in the principle.
In medieval England, running water, theair, the sea, theshores of the sea, and therightto fishin therivers and
sea were considered comnon to al by “natural law.” The Crown held these resourcesin trust for the benefit
of the nation as its sovereign right and responsibility. When the original United Stat es successf ully defended
their independence from Engand inthe lateeighteerth century, they assumedthe trust authority of the Crown
over navigablewateways within their bordersincluding the fish withinthesewaters. In anearly public trust
law suit, the New Jersey court in 1821, reaffirmed the nat ure of the seaand the fish as “cammon praoperty” to
be held and regulated far the comman use and bendfit of the sovereign. This reasoning subsaquently was
adopted by the U.S. Supreme Court (Arnold v. Mundy, 6 N.J.L. 1[1821]; Martinv. Wadddl, 41 U.S. [16 Pet ]
367 [1842]).

Initsstudy of individua fishing quotas as a fishery management tool, the National Resear ch Council (1999)
reviewed thedevel gpment of the public trust doctrine asit rel ates to fisheriesfromits initial usein medieval
England to contemporary viewsin the United States. Three critical attributes of the principle are described in
thisreview:

1. Thepublictrustisinalienable;

2. Thegovernment, astr ustee, has continuing authority and responsibility for stewardship of thenatural
resource held intrust for the public;

3. Thepublictrust appliesto fisheries asa natural extension of trust responsibility for water resources
submerged lands, and other wildlife.

The following summary of these attributes focuses on the first two, and thethird becomes evident thraughout
thisdisaussion. The first attribute, that the public trust isinalienable, stems from early English law in which
the public right to certain common resources, such asair, the seg, its shoreand its resources, werereser ved for
the public good and could not be transferred to another person or separ ated from the Crown. This principle
was uphdd by the U.S. Supreame Court when it struck down a legslative grart of the Chicago waterfrort to
aprivaterailroad (lllinois Central Railroad v. Illinois, 146 U.S. 384, at 453-454). In thiscase theCourt
maintained that the state cannot place public trust property entirely beyond the direction and control of the
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state. While the state may grant rights to extract public resources, the gate camnot abdcate its ultimate
responsihility for theresourcesinvolved. A corollary regarding fish isthat the public trust principle applies
totheresaurceinits natural state but that a fisherman acquirestitle tofish once they have been reduced to his
possession, i.e, when he catches them.

The second attr ibute, t hat the government has continuing author ity and responsi bility for stewardship of natural
resources heldintrust for the public, indicates a constraint on the powers of governmert in oversedng the use
of theresource. In resolving a water diversionissuein 1983, the California Supreme Cout maintained that
it wasthe duty of the state “to exercise a continuous supervision and control over [its] navigable waters,” and
that no right existsfor any pesonto dvert those waters* once it becomes dea that such diversionsharmthe
interests protected by the public trust” (National Audubon Society v. Superior Court, 658 P.2d 709 [Cal.
1983]). A later case extended this dutyto supervi se, control and protect fish resources as alagislative execise
of the public trug (California Trout, Inc. v. State Water Resources Control Board, 207 Cal. App. 3d 585
[1989]). Over time this responsibility to govern the use of natural resour ces has been confused with state
“ownership” of natural resaurces. In alandmark latenineteenthcentury case, Geer v. Connecticut (161 U.S.
519[1896] ), the U.S. Supreme Court sparked along debate about the respective powers of thestate and federal
governments ove wildlife. Inthis case, the Court found that the state had the “right to contrd and regul ate
the comnon property in game as atrust for the benefit of the people” However, this authority existed only
insdfar asit was campatiblewith*therights corveyed to thefederal govenment by theConditution.” Taken
to its extreme, the concept of state ownership would doviatefederal wildifelaw (Council on Environmental
Quality, 1977). The Court later rejected the precept that a state “owns’ its wild animals in the cornventional
senseof ownership. Rather, the contemporary view is that no state has title to fish as personal praoperty, but
that “ownership” by governmert is limited to the state s sovereign capadty as trustee for the benefit of its
citizens. Assuch, the government not only hasthe right, but the responsibility, to protect these resour cesfrom
overuseor habitat degradation for the benefit of the peoplerepresented by the governrment (National Research
Council 1999).

Other cultures did not necessarily subscribe to the western or European concept that fish and wildlife are res
nullius, res communis, at once owned by no one and everyone, and therefore must be prot ected and managed
for thecommon good by the government. For exampl e, in sautheast Alaska, thenative Tlingit cultur epercei ved
ownership of fishing rights as inherent to the tribal and family groups or clans within a geographical area
(Rogers1960, alsoseeSection 2.7.1.2). Notsurprisingly, this nativecul ture of ownership of natural resources
clashed with the western perception that natural resources were incapable of ownership and ther efore “up for

grabs” when Americans and Eur opeans first began to develop the salmon and other resourcesin Alaska. In
1885, a German geographe observed that theTlingit peoplewere dividedinto tribes and clans, each withits
separate hunting and fishing grounds, the rights to which (as late as 1934) were recognized by other clans
(Mitchdl 1997). Inone particular incident in 1890, T lingit natives prevented the American schooner Active
from fishing in Sitkoh Bay on the southern tip of Chichagof Island because the natives claimed an exclusive
right to the salmon that spawned in the rive's that enptied into the bay (Price 1990). The issue was
temporarily resolved when the civil authorities in Sitka issued certificates to nati ve fisher men that pur ported
toguarantee thdr exclusiverighttofishin certainwaters. Theissuance of these certificates promptly stopped,

however, when white residents of Sitkarailed at thisviolation of western culture, arguing that “ thereis not the
dightest foundation of law for such action on the part of our civil officers’ (Mitchell 1997). Obviously, the
“community ownership” model onwhichat least these AlaskaNativesreliedfor many genaationswasin direct
conflict with, and soon gave way to, the more western model of “national ownership” inherent in the public
trust principle. Within 20 years after theincident at Sitkoh Bay, thepublic trust modd of wegdernculture was
boost ed by the early conservationist ar guments of Gifford Pinchot, in which he asserted the government’ s right

and duty to control the useof natural resources for thegreater prosperity of the public (Mitchell 1997).
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2.3.2 Current Federd Statutes and Mandates

The legal basis for thefedera government to conserve and manage marine fisheries in the U.S. Exclusive
Economic Zone (EEZ) is founded on the principle of western society known as the public trust doctrine.
Becausethe public trust principles applyto thefisheriesinthe federal EEZ waters, thefederal govanment has
the responsibility to conserve those fishery resour cesfor the overall benefit of the people of the United States.
Conservation of any biologica resource, such as afishery resource, implies imposing constr aints on the use
of the resource to prevent its destruction and provide for its sugained availability to current and future
fisheries. Benefit implies an economic or socioeconomic objective which may not be consistent with
conservation objedives. Hence, the federal public trust responsibility often is carried out by implementing
management policies that reflect a fine balance beaween oonflicting intaests. Rarely does a fishey
management policy maximizeone particular objective—-whether relat ed to biological conser vation or generation
of economic wedlth—over all others, except when the ri sk of severe depl etion of a resourceis at stake.

Theformulation and implementation of all federal fishery management policiesar eguided by, and must comply
with, the limitations and procedures gipulated in the body of federa statutes and executive order s described
in this section. Currertly, these include 11 datutesand 6 executive orders. Someof these mandates speak
directly to the conservation o management of fishery resources, but most aredirected at ensuring the fairness
and equity of fishay management measures and that potential environmental, economic, and socid effects of
thesemandates are considered before they are adopted. The executive branch’ s responsibility for compliance
with these mandat es resides primarily with the Secr etary of Commerce and has been delegated largely to the
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), one of the five agencies of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Adminigtration (NOAA) in the D epartment of Commerce.

Magnuson-Stevens Fishey Conservation and
Management Act (M agnuson-Stevens Act)

The Magnuson-Stevens Act is the prindpal federal
statutethat provi desfor themanagement of U.S. marine
fisheries. Originally enacted as the Fishery Conservation
and Management Actin 1976 (Public L aw 94-265), this
= law was arguably the mogt significant fisheries
Factory trawler legidation in U.S. history. It has been amended
periodically since 1976; most recently in 1996, by the Sustainable Fisheries Act (Public Law 104-297). The
basic concepts of the Magnuson-Stevens Act have not changed. T hey include the following:

* Thebological consarvation of a fishery resourcehas priority ove its use

e Consarvation and management decisonmaking must be based on the best available scientific
information, which should include social, economic, and ecdogical factors along with biological
factors.

* The needs of fishery resource users vary across the nation, and public participation in the policy
making process should be maximized.
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The Magnuson-Stevens Act (as amended in 1996) included the following policy statement regarding the
nation’s fisheries (16 U.S.C. 1801, Sec. 2[c]):

POLICY -t isfurther declared tobe the pdicy of the Congressin this Act:

(1) to mantain without change theexiging territorial or ather ocean jurisdi ction of the United States
for al purposes other than the conservation and management of fishery resources, as provided for
inthis Act;

(2) to authorize no impediment to, or inter ference with, recognized legitimate uses of the high seas,
except as necessary for the conservation and management of fishery resources, as providedfor in this
Act;

(3) to assure that the national fishery conservation and management program utilizes, and is based
upon, the best scientifici nformation avail able; invol ves, and isresponsi veto the needs of, interested
and affeded states and citizens; considers efficiency, draws upon federal, state, and academic
capabilitiesin carrying ou research, administration, management, and enforcement; considersthe
effectsof fishing on immaturefish and encourages development of practi cal measur esthat minimize
bycatch and avoid unnecessary waste of fish; and is warkable and effective;

(4) to permit foreign fishing consistent with the provisions of this Act;

(5) to support and encourage active United States efforts to obtain internationally acceptade
agreements which provide for effective consevation and management of fishery resaurces, and to
seaure agreements to regu ate fishing by vessds or persons beyond the exclusive econamic zones of
any ndion;

(6) tofaoster and maintan the dversity of fisheries in the United States; and

(7) to ensure that the fishery resources adjacent to a Pacific Insular Area, including resident or
migratay stockswi thi nthe exclusive economiczoneadjacent to such areas, be explored, devel oped,
conserved, and managed for the benefit of the people of such area and of the United States.

The Magnuson-Stevens Act also establi shed ten National Standards that serve as the overarching objectives
for fishery conservation and management (16 U.S.C. 1851, Sec. 301[a].):

(@) IN GENERAL-Any fishery management plan prepared, and any regulation promulgated to
implanent any such plan, pursuant to this title shall be consstent with the fdlowing national
standards for fishery consavation and management:

(1) Conservation and management measures shall prevent overfishing while achieving, on a
continuing basis, the optimum yield from each fishery for the United States fishing
industry.

(2) Conservation and management measur esshall be based upon the best scientificinfor mati on
available.

(3) Totheextent practicable, an individual stock of fish shall be managed as a unit throughout
itsrange, and interrelated stocks of fish shall be managed asa unit ar in close coord nation.

(4) Conservation and management measures shall not disriminate between residents of
different states. If it becomes necessry to alocate or assign fishing privileges among
various United Statesfishermen, such allocation shall be (a) fair and equitable to all such
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fishermen; (b) reasonably calculated to promae consavation; and (c) carried out in such
manner that no particular individual, corporation, or other entity acquires an excess ve
share of such privileges

(5) Conservation and management measuresshall, wherepracticable, consider efficiencyin the
util ization of fisheryresources; except that no such measure shal have economic allocation
asits sde purpo.

(6) Conservation and management meadures shall take into account and al ow for variaions
among, and contingenciesin, fisheries, fishey resaurces, and catches.

(7) Conservationand management measuresshall, wherepracticalle, minimizecogsand avoid
unnecessary duplication.

(8) Conservation and management measures shall, consistent with the conservation
requirements of this Act (including the prevention of overfishing and rebuilding of
overfished stocks), take into account the importance of fishery resources to fishing
communities in order to (&) provide for the sustained participation of such communities,
and (b) to theextent practicabl e, minimize adverse economicimpacts on such communi ties.

(9) Conservation and management measures shal, to the extent practicable (a) minimize
bycatch and (b) tothe extent bycatch cannot be avaided, minimizethe mortality of such
bycatch.

(10) Conservation and managementmeasauresshall,to theextent practicade, promate the safety of human
lifeat ea

The Magnuson-Stevens Act also mandates the Secretary of Cammerceto devel gp advi sory guidelinestoassist
in fishery management plan (FM P) development. These guidelines serve primarily to interpret and aid
compliance with the national standards (cadified at 50 CFR Part 600, and mast recertly revised on May 1,
1998 [63 FR 24212]).

In recent years, amendments to the Magnuson-
Stevens Act have played a critical role in
framing theregulatary regime within which the
North Pecific groundfish fisheies operate. In
particular, overfishing concans, resource
allocation among competing users, bycatch
management, and conservation of essertial fish
habitat have become issues addressed by
Magnuson-Stevers Act amendments. Pollock

American Fisheries Act

Next to the Magnuson-Stevens Act, the American Fisheries Act (AFA) is the only other fisheries-specific
legidation af fecting how groundfish fisheries in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Idands (BSAI) and, to alesser
extent, the Gulf of Alaska (GOA) aremanaged. The AFA, enactedin October 1998, representsthe culmination
of a decade-long struggle over theallocation of Alaska s mast abundant fishery resource, walleye pollock in
the BSAI. The AFA ingtitutionalized a resource alocation scheme among competing onshore and of f shore
components of the fish processing industry.
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Provisions mandated by the AFA to be in effect in 1999, were implemented through thetotal allowable catch
(TAC) specification process and emeargency interim rulemaking (final specifications notice 64 FR 12103,
March 11, 1999; extended emeargency interim rules, 64 FR 34743, June 29, 1999, and 64 FR 33425, June 6,
1999). Permanent federd regulations to implement provisions of the AFA required that the Council amend
FMPs. Herce, final AFA implementing ruleslikely will not bein effect until 2001. For the2000 fishingyear,
AFA provisionsweae implanented by emergency interim rules published January 5, 2000 (65 FR 380) and
January 28, 2000 (65 FR 4520), and extended an Jure 23, 2000 (65 FR 39107) through Decamber 24, 2000,
and January 16, 2001, respectively.

Major provisions of the AFA include the following:

e Requirement of a minmum o 75 percent U.S. ownership of fishing vessels, up from majority
ownership, and maximum size and horsepower limits for replacemert vessds;

e Specificallocation of theBSAI directed pollock fishery total allowable catch(TA C)amaong theinshore
component (50 percent) catcher/processor vessals in the offshore component (40 percent), and
mothershipsin the offshore component (10 percent) after first deducting 10 percent of thetotal TAC
for the Community Development Quota (CDQ) Program and anincidenta catch allowance;

e Buyout of nine catcher/processor vessals future fishing privileges, financed through a combination
of a grant and direct loan obligations, to be paid back by a tax of $0.006 per pound of pollock
harvested by theinshoresedor;

e Specific naming of 20 cat cher/processor vessals that may participatein the (offshore) pollock fishery,
7 catcher vesselsthat may deliver pollock to thosecatcher/processors, and 19 catche vessel sthat may
deliver pollock to motherships;

e Criteriafor catcher vesselsto participatein harvesting BSAI pollock in theinshore sector, and criteria
for limiting the participation of onshore processing plantsin the BSAI pollock fishery;

e Fishery cooperatives with limitations on the
structure and participation among cooperatives
involving catcher vessals and the inshore sector
processing plants;

e Directions for the North Pacific Fishey
Management Council (the Council) to develop or
improve on limitations (sideboards) onthe activities
of AFA vessals and processors in non-pollock

Shore-based catcher vessel fisheries to prevent negative spillover effects of

fishery coopeatives.

National Environmental Policy Act

The Nationa Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is a cornerstone environmental mandate that declares a
national policy to encourage productive and enjoyable harmony between man and the environment, and to
promateeffor tsto bett er understand and prevent damageto ecologica sysemsand natural resourcesimportant
to the nation.
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NEPA, sigred into law in 1970 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.), has two principal purposes:

1. Requirefederd agenciesto evaluate the potential envirormental €feds of any mgor planned federal
action isto ensure that public offidals make wdl-informed dedsions about the potential impacts.

2. Promaepublic awarenessof potential impactsat the earliest planning stagesof magjor federal actions.
The Act requiresfedera agenciesto prepareadetailed environmental evauation for any mgor federal
action significantly affecting thequality of the human ervironment.

AswiththeMagnuson-StevensAct, NEPA requires an assessment of both the biologica and socia/economic
consequences of fisheriesmanagementalterratives. Inorder to providethepubl ican opport unity tobeinvolved
and influence decisonmaking on fedeal actions. 1nshort, NEPA ensures that environmental information is
available to government officials and the public before decisions are made and actions are taken.

NEPA established the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) to review government policiesand programs
for conformity with the law. One of the CEQ’ s responsibilitiesisto advise and assist the President in preparing
an annual environmental quality report, which is submitted to Congress. The CEQ is also responsi ble for
oversight of regulations and proceduresimplementing NEPA, and has prepar ed guidance for federal agenci es
regarding NEPA regulations (40 CFR Part 1500). Identified processes for issue scoping, consideration of
aternatives, evaluation procedures, public invdvement and review, and coordination between agencies are
applicableto the Council devdopment of the groundfish FMPs.

The U.S. Department of Commerce, NOAA, has aso prepared environmental review procedures for
implementing NEPA (NOAA Adminigtrative Order 216-6). This Order describes NOAA'’s poalicies,
requiremerts, and procedur esfor complying withNEPA and the implementing regul ations issued by the CEQ.
The 1999 revision and update to the Administrative Order indudes spedfic guidance regardng categoricd
exclusions, especially asthey relateto endangered species, marinemammals, fisheries, and habitat restoration.
The Order dso expandson guidancefor consideration of cumulativeimpactsand “ tiering” inthe envirormental
review of NOAA actions. Thisadmini strativeorder provi des comprehensive and specific procedural guidance
to NMFS and the Council for preparing and adopting groundfish FMPs.

Fedeaa fishery management actions subject to NEPA requirements include the approval o FMPs, FMP
amendments, and FMP implementing regulations. Such approval requires preparation o either (1) an
environmental impact statement (EIS) or SEISfor mgjor fishery management actions that significantly affect
the qudity of the human environment, and documentsthat finding for public cond deration and comment before
a decision is made, or (2) an environmental assessment (EA) for fishery management actions that will not
significantly affect the human environment. If an EA doesnot result in a finding of no sgnificant impact, then
an EIS or SEIS must beprepared 1n addtionto NEPA implenenting regulations (at 40 CFR 1500-1508),
NEPA cormmplianceby fisheries management actions is guided by NOAA Administrative Order 216-6.

NEPA and the MagnusonStevens Act reguirements for schedule formet, and public paticipation are
compatibleand allow oneprocessto fulfill bothobligations. 1fan EISor SEISis prepar ed, however, the notice
of availability of afinal EIS (or SEIS) must bepublished at least 30 days before the Secretary of Commerce
approves, disapproves, o partialy approves an FMP or FMP amendmert.

Endangered Species Act

The Endangered Species Act (ESA) (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), passed in 1973 and reauthorized in 1988,
provi des broad protection for fish and wildlife speciesthat are listed asthreatened or endangered. Provisions

CHAPTER 2 - DRAFT PROGRAMMATIC SEIS JANUARY 2001

2.3-7



aremade for theformal listing of species, development of recovery plans, and designation of critical habitats.
The ESA outlines procedures for federal agencies to follow when taking actions that may jeopardize species.
Responsibilities for implementing the ESA are shared by the U.S. Fish and Wildife Service (USFWS;
freshwater fish, birds, terrestrial mammals, and plants) and NMFS (anadromous and marine fish, marine
mammals, seagrasses). NMFSis therefare tasked with both managing thegroundfish harvest through FM Ps,
and ensuring that identified thr eatened and endangered species (e.g., the Steller sea lion) recave appropriate
considerationand protection during the planning and i mpl enentation of groundfish harvests. 1t shouldbenoted
that compliance with ESA provisions is not subject to modification based on ecanonic hardship. Recovery
plans required under the ESA give priority to thoselisted species that may beaffected by different economic
activities.

Section 7(a)(1) of the ESA requiresfedera agencies to conserve endangered and threatened species; howvever,
conservationisbroadly defined. Section 7(a)(2) of theESA requires federal agencies to ensurethat any action
authorized, funded, or carried out by such agenciesis not likely to jeopardize or result in the destruction or
adversemodfication of the critical habitat of endangered or threatened species.

Under an FMP, all fishing activities must be considered; nat just the specific management measures under
consideration. NMFS must conduct aformal Section 7 consultation that resutsin a biological opinion (BO)
if aproposed action “may affect” or “is likely to adversely affect” endangered or threatened species or their
critica habitat. If the BO concludes that the proposed action “is likely to jeopardize the continued existence
of” threatened or endangered species, then reasonable and prudent measures are developed to minimize or
mitigate the effect of the action. Once determined, the fishery management regulati ons must be revised to
implement the reasonable and prudent measures.

Marine Mammal Protection Act

The Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) of 1972 (16 U.S.C. 1361 et seg.), as amended through 1996,
edtablishes a federal responsibility to conserve marine mammals;, management responsibility for cetaceans
(whales) and pinnipeds (seals) other than walrusisvetedwithNMFS. TheUSFWSis responsibl efor all other
marine mammals in Alaska including sea otter, warus, and polar bear. Congressfound that certain species
and popu ation gocks of marine mammalsare or may be in danger of extinction or depletion dueto human
activities. Congressalso declared that marine mammals are resour ces of great international significance, and
they should be protected and encour aged to develop to the greatest extent feasible commensurate with sound
resource management palicies.

The MMPA’s primary management objective is to mai ntain the hedth and stability of the marine ecosystem,
withagoal of oltaining an gptimum sustainable popul ation of marine manmals withinthe carrying capacity
of the habitat. The MMPA is intended to work in concert with the provisions of the ESA. The Secretary of
Commerceisrequir ed to givefull cons deration to dl factor sregarding regulations applicableto the“take’ of
marine mammals, including the conservation, development, and utilization of fishery resources, and the
economicand technol agicd feasibility of implementing the regulatiors. If afishery affects a marine mammal
population, then the potertial impacts of the fishery must be analyzed in the appropriate EA or EI S, and the
Council or NMFS may berequestal to consider regulations to mitigate adverseimpacts.

The Fish and Wildlife Coordinaion Act
The Fish and Wildlife Coor dination Act (FW CA) authorizes cdlectionof fisheries dataand coordirationwith

other agencies for environmenta decisions affecting living marine resources. Both formal and informal
consultations, cooperative research, and data-gathering programs areroutinely pursued.
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The Federal Power Act

The Federal Power Act (FPA) providesfor concurrent responsibilities with the USFWS in protecting aguatic
habitat. The original statute was enacted in 1920; however, only the 1935 and 1986 amendment s added new
requirementsto incorporate fish and wildlife concerns in licensing, relicensing, and exemption procedur esfor
power prgects.

Coastal Zone Management Act

Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) (16 U.S.C. 1451 et seq.) is designed to encourage and assist states
in developing coastal management programs, to coordinate state activities, and to saf eguard regiona and
national interests in thecoastal zone. Section 307(c) of the CZMA requiresthat any federa activity aff ecting
the land or water uses or natural resources of a state€’s coastal zone be corsistent with the state’ s approved
coastal management program, to the maximum extent practicable.

A proposed fishery management action that requires an FMP amendment or implamenting regulations must
be assessed to determine whether it directly affects thecoastal zone of a state with an approved coastal zone
management program. If so, NMFS must provide the state agency having CZM responsibility with a
consistency determination for review at least 90 days before final NMFS action.

Administrative Procedure Act

The Administrative Procedure Act (APA) (5 U.S.C. 553) requires federal agencies to give the public prior
noticeof rulamaking andan oppartunityto comment on proposed rules. Geneaal notice of proposed rulemaking
must be published in the Federal Register, unless persons subject to the rule have actua notice of the rule.
Proposed rules published in the Federal Register musti ncluder eferencet o thelegal aut hority under which the
rule is proposed and explain the nature of the proposal including the action proposed and its intended efect,
and any relevant regulatory history that provides a well-informed basis for understanding and commenting.
The APA does not specify how much time the public must be given for prior notice and oppartunity to
commert; however, NOAA subscribes to 30 days as areasonable period for public comments on proposed
fishery management regulations. Exceptions to 30-day prior notice protocol include (1) proposed rules that
would implement FMP amendments, in which casethe M agnuson-Stevens Act indicates a 45-day period, and
(2) emergency regulations, which often requir e immediate implementation.

Some regulations (e.g., emergency or interim) may be implemerted immedately unde the APA if the agency
finds that prior notice and opportunity for public comment are impractical, unnecessary, or contrary to the
public interest. The “good cause’ reason for waiving normal public procedure must be fully explained in the
Federal Register notice The Magnuson-Stevens Act (at Section 305[c]) places further conditions and
restrictions on the use of emeargency o intaim fishay regulations. For exanple, an emergency or interim
fishery management measure may remain in eff ect for not more than 180 days and may be extended for an
additiond period, by notice in the Federal Register, only once.

On August 21, 1997 (62 FR 44421), NOAA published further policy guideines inthe form of criteria and
judtification standardsfor using emergency ruleauthority toaddress marine fishery management issues. These
criteria define the phrase in Section 305(c) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act, “an emergency existsinvolving any
fishey,” as asituationthat:

1. reaultsfrom recent, unforeseen events or recently discovered circumstances; and
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2. presents serious conservation or management problemsin the fishery; and

3. can beaddressed through emergency regulationsfor which the immediate benefits outweigh the
value of advanced notice, public comment, and deliberative consider ation of the impacts on
participants to the same extent as would be ex pected unde normal rulemaking process(62 FR
44422).

The emergency rule guidelines aso state that the normal public rule-making process may be waived in an
emeagency if theemeagency action might bejustified unde one a more o the fdlowing situations:

1. Ecological—(a) to prevent ovafishingas ddinad inan FMP, ar as defined by the Secretary in
the absence of an FMP, or (b) to prevent athe serious damage to the fishery resource or
habitat; or

2. Economic—to prevent significant direct economic loss or to preserve a significant economc
opportunity that otherwise might be forgone; or

3. Socid—to prevent significant community impacts or conflict between user groups; or

4. Public health—to prevent significant adverse effects to health of participantsin afishery or to
the consunmers of seafood products (62 FR 44422).

Except for the emergency or interim rule provi sons, aproposed rulei s designed to give interested or affected
persons opportunity to submit written data, views, or arguments for or agai nst the proposed action. After the
end of a30- or 45-day comment period, the A PA requir escomments received to be summarized and responded
tointhefinal rulenotice. Further, the APA requir esthe effective date of afinal rule to be no lessthan 30 days
after publication of thefina noticeinthe Federal Register. This delayed effectiveness or “ cooling off” period
isintended to allow the affected public to become aware of and prepared to comply with the requir ements of
therule The 30-day delayed eff ectiveness period can bewaived for afinal rule only if it relievesa restriction,
merdy interprets an existingrule, or provides astatement of pdicy, o it must be made dfediveearlier than
30 days afte publication for gopodcause For fishery management regulations, the primary effect of the APA
isto providefor public partidpation which, in combination with the Magnuson- Stevens Act, NEPA , and other
statutes, limits the speed with which NMFS can implement noremergency fishery regulations.

Regulatory Hexibility Act

The Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA) (5 U.S.C. 601 et seq.) requires federal agencies to assess the inpacts
of their proposed regulati ons on small entities and to seek ways to minimize economic effects on small entities
that would be disproportionately or unnecessarily adverse. The most recent amendments to the RFA were
enacted on March 29, 199, withthe Contract withAmerica Advancement Act of 1996 (Public Law 104-121).
Title 11 of that law, the Small Business Regulatory Enforcement Fairness Act (SBREFA), amendad theRFA
to require federa agencies to deter mine whether a proposed regulatory action would have a significant
economic impact on a substantial number of small entities. For afederal agency, the most significant effect
of SBREFA is that it made compliance with the RFA judicially reviewable.

The assessment requirement of the RFA is satisfied by aregulatory flexibility analysis, which applies only to
regulatary actionsfor which prior notice and comment isrequir ed under the APA. Hence, emergencyor interim
rules that waive notice and canment are not required to have regulatory flexibility analyses. Further,
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regulatary flexibility analyses are requir ed only when an agency cannot certify that an action will not have a
“sigrificant economic impact” on a *“ subgantial number of small ertities.”

For purposesof theseanalyses, small entitiesinclude (1) small businesseswhich, for commercial fishingor fish
processing, arefirmswith recdpts of up to$3 millionannually or up to 500 employees, respectively, (2) small
non-profit organ zations, and (3) small governmental jurisdictions with a population of up to 50,000 persons.
For Alaskafisheries, these criteriainclude most fishing firms except for the large cat cher/process vessdl's and
most coastd communities except for Anchorage. NM FS has published guidelines for RFA analyss; they
include criteria for determining if the action would have a significant impact on a substantial number of small
entities.

Aninitial regulatory flexibility analysis (IRFA) is prepar ed for any proposed regulatory action that meetsthe
above criteria for having an anticipated “ Sgnificant economic impact” on a “substantial number of small
entities” Due to thedifficulty of certifying that an action will not havesignificant economic impact, anIRFA
is prepared routindy for most proposed fishery management measures. The IRFA usually is combined with
the EA or (supplemental) EIS document required by NEPA. However, if an action is determined to not have
a “significant economic impact on a subgantial number of small entities,” then a statement to this efect
including a factual basis for the statement, must be published in the Federal Register and sent to the Small
Business Administr ation.

If, following public comments on the proposed rule, the action is still considered to meet the criteria for
requiring RFA analysis, then a final regulatory flexibility analysis (FRFA) must be prepared. The FRFA
contains mogt of the same information presented in the IRFA, but dso must include (1) a summary of
sgnificant issuesraised in public comment on thel RFA and the agerncy’ s response tothose comments, and (2)
a description of the steps the agency has taken to minimizethe significant economicimpacts on small entities,
including a statement of factual, policy, and legd reasonsfor selecting the aternative adopted in the fina rule
and why dl other aternatives considered were regjeded. Finally, the FRFA or a summary of it must be
published in the Federal Register with thefind rule.

In addition, SBREFA edablished two new requirements on agencies that publish rules. First, for eachrule or
group of related rules for which an agency is required to publish an FRFA, the agency is required to publish
one or more guides to assist small entities in complying with the rule. These guides, called “small entity
complianceguides,” must explain what a small entity is required to do tocomply with therule(s). The second
new requirement directs each agency regulating the activities of smal entities to establish a program for
responding to inquiries from small entities concerning information on, advice about, and compliance with
gatutes and regulations, as well as interpreting and applying law to specific sets of facts supplied by small
entities. Guidancegiven by an agency applying law to fads provided by a small ertity may be considered as
evidence of thereasonableness of any proposed fines, penalties, or damages sought against the small entity in
any civil or administrative action.

Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995

Paperwork Reduction Ad of 1995 (PRA) (44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq., and 5 CFR part 1320) is designed “to
minimizethe paperwork burdenfor individuals, small businesses, educational and nonprofit institutions, federal
contractors, state, locd andtribal governments, and other persons resulting from the collection of information
by or for the Federa Government.” In brief, thislaw isintended to ensure that the governmert is not overly
burdening the public with requests for information. Thisis accompli shed through an infor mation collection
budget (ICB). ThelCB for each agency isinterms of thetotal estimat ed time burden of responding toofficial
inquiries. ThePresdent’ sOffice of Management and Budget (OMB) oversees eachagency’s ICB. Agencies
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must annually identify and obtain clearancefrom OMB for new or significant revisionsto reporting and record
keeping requirements.

Procedurdly, the PRA reguirements constrain what, how, and how fregquently information will be collected
from the public affected by arulethat requiresreporting (e.g., harvested fish). New collections of information
must be submitted to OMB for clearance before afina rule may take effect. For each rule that requires an
information collection, the agency must describe in detail what data will be col lected, how it will be collected
and how often, from whom it will be collected, how much time will be spent by each affected person in
complying withtheinformation r equirements, why theinformation isnecessary, and how it will beused. OMB
cantake 60 daysto review and clear a proposed information collection; hence, toavoid a PRA dday of arule,
NMFStriesto start the PRA review and clearance process at least 30 days before submission of a proposed
rule for review in NMFS' central dfice. Information collections approved by OMB have a maximum
effedivenessof threeyears. An extension beyond that time requires another submissionfor OMB clear ance.
Requir ed colledtiors of information from the public cannot be enfarcedwithout beénginduded inan approved
ICB.

Executive Or der 12114: Environmental Effects Abroad

ThisEO, issuedin 1979, directsagenciesto consider the effects of major federal actionsupon the environment
of fareign nations o the“glabal commons.” These actions include those major federal actions that result in
significant environmental effectsthat extend outside of the geographic borders of the United States. In some
cases, an EISmay berequired. The EO encourages international agreementsand an exchange of information
between theaffected nations and the United States.

Executive Order 12630: Takings

This EO on Government Actions and I nterferencewith Constitutionally Pratected Propety Rights cameinto
effect on March 18, 1988. This EO requires that each federd agency prepare a “takings implications
assessment” for any of its administrative, regulatory, and legidative policies and actions that affect, or may
affect,theuse of any real or personal propeaty. Fishery management measures, for example, that limit fishing
seasons, areas, catch quotas, the size of harvested fish, and bag limits do not appear to have any takings
implications, and thus, no takings inplications assessment is required Howeve, a takings implication
assessment may need to be prepared if afishing gear type is prohibited, for example, in such a way thet a
fisherman leaving the fishery would be unableto sall hisinvestment in the gear, or i f afisherman is prohibited
by federd action from exercisng property rights granted by a date.

Takings issues are raisad frequently in the context of limited access systems, which confer a harvesting
privilege on a fisherman in the form of a permit to catch a specific amount of fish or alicense to enter and
participatein afishery. Although such permits and licenses may betransferrable, and thereforeincrease (or
decrease) in market value, they do nat convey any propety rightsin the fishery resource (i.e., thefish). If, for
conservation purposes, the federal government wereto dradically reduce the amount o fish that may be
harvested from afishery for which a fisherman had a limited license or per mit, thereby reducing the transfer
valueof that license or permit, a question is raised whethea such action would have “takings inplicatiors.”

Executive Order 12866 Regulatory Planning and Review
Executive Order (EO) 12866, signed by the President on September 30, 1993, and published October 4, 1993

(58 FR 51735), replaced EO 12291 and EO 12498. Its purpose, anmong othe things, is to enhance planning
and coordination with respect to new and existing regulations, and to make the regulatory process nmore
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accessible and open to the public. In addition, EO 12866 requires agencies to take a ddiberéive, analytical
approach to rule-making, including assessment of costs and benefits of theinended regulations. For fisheries
management purposes, it requires NMFS (1) to prepare a regulatory impact review (RIR) for all regulatory
actions, (2) to prepare aunified regulatory agendatwice ayear to inform the public of the agency’ s expected
regulatory actions, and (3) to conduct a peiodicreview of existing regulations.

The purpose of an RIR isto assess thepotertial economicimpads of aproposed regulatory action. Assuch,
it can be used to satisfy NEPA requi rements and asabads for determining whether a proposed rule will have
asignificant impact on a substantial number of small entities which would trigger the completionof anIRFA
under the RFA. For this reason, the RIR is frequently combined with an EA and an IRFA in a single
EA/RIR/IRFA document that satisfies the analytical requirements of NEPA, RFA, and EO 12866 for any
proposed rule. Criteriafor determining “ significance’ for EO 12866 purposes, however, are different than
thosefor detemining sigrificancefor RFA purposes. A significant rule under EO 12866 isonethat islikely
to:

¢ Have an amua effect onthe econony (of the nation) of $100 million or more or adversely affect in
amaterial way the economy, asector of theeconomy, productivity, competition, jdos, theenvironment,
public health or safety, or state local, or tribal govenments or communities,

e Createseriousinconsigtency or otherwiseinterf erewith an action taken or planned by another agency;

e Materially alter thebudgetary impact o entitlements, grants, user fees, or loan programsor the rights
and obligati ons of recipients thereof; or

e Raise novd legd or policy issues arising out of legad mandates, the President’s priorities, or the
principles set farth in EO 12866.

Although fisheries management actions rarely havean annual gfect on the rational economy of $100million
or more or trigger any of the othe criteria, OMB makes the ultimate determination of significance under this
EO based in large measure on the amalysisin the RIR. A recent exarmple of a fishery managemert action
determined to be “significant” under this EO is thereguatory action to implement provisions of the AFA in
part because, at least initially, the AFA rulemaking raises novel legal or pdicy issues arising aut of legal
mandates. An action determined to besignificant i ssubject toOMB review and clearance bef oreits publication
and implementation.

An initial determination of significance, frequently without benefit of an RIR, is made for each proposed
regulatary action by NMFS through a “listing document.” Thelisting documert is a brief description of a
proposed regulatory action, including a regulatory identifier number (RIN), and the expected schedule for
ruleamaking Liging documents areprepared by NM FS and submitted through NOAA Genera Counsel and
Department of Commerce Office of General Counsel to OMB. If OMB concurs in a determination of “not
significant” unde EO 12866, then OMB will nat need to review therule In pradice NMFS attempts to
submit aligting document at least three months befor e submission of the proposed rule.

Theregulatary planning function of EO 12866 is served by the unif ied regulatory agenda, which is prepared
twiceayea to inform the public of the agency’ s expected regulatory actions and to provide brief descriptions
and timelines. In addition, aregulatory planis preparedannually to repart onthemost significant regulatory
actions that theagency reasonably expeds toissue in proposed or final farm in that fiscal year or later.
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Executive Order 12898: Environmental Justice

EO 12898, issued in 1994, requir esthat federal agenci es make achieving “environmental justice” part of their
mission by identifying and addressing disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmentd
effects of their programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low income populations in the
United States. While a significant native population exists in Alaska, few Alaska Ndtives are impacted by
federal management of resour cesinthe EEZ. However, agrowing number of AlaskaNativesparticipateinthe
fisheries as a result of the federal Community Development Quota Program; as a result, more economic
benditsderivedfromfederal groundfish fisheries are found in coastal native communities. T he effects of the
federa action on minority populations aredescribed in Chapter 4.

Executive Ordea 13084: Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Gover nments

ThisEO wassigned on May 14, 1998, and published May 19, 1998 (63 FR 27655). Itspurposeisto establish
reguar and meaningful consultation and collaboration with Indian triba governments in the development of
federal regulatory practices that significantly or uniquely affect their communities; to reducetheimpaosition on
unfunded mandates on Indian tribal governments; and to streamline the application process for and increase
theavail ability of waivesto Indiantribal governments This EO requiresfederal agendesto have aneffective
process to involve and consult with representatives of Indian tribal governments in devdoping regulatary
policies, and it prohibits regulations that impose substartial drea compliance costs on Indian tribal
communities. The graundfishfisheries off Alaska occur intheEEZ. Therefore, thisEO becomes an issuein
the normal Council regulatory process in Alaska because regulatory pdicies governing thesefisheries rarely
concernindian tribal governments. However, in conjunction with the preparation of this programmatic SEIS,
NMFS has initiated a government-to-governmert consultation process.

Executive Order 13132: Feda alism

The“ Federalism” EO was signed by President Clintonon August 4, 1999, and published August 10, 1999 (64
FR 43255). This EO supercedes previous federalism EOs (12612 and 13083), but supplements EOs 12372,
12866, and 12988. This EO is intended to guide fedeaal agencies in the formulation and implementation of
“policiesthat havefedaalismimglications,” such asregulations, legislati vecommentsor proposed legidation,
and other pdicy statemerts or actions that have substantial direct effects on the states, on the relationship
between the national government and the states, or on the distribution of power and responsibilities among the
variouslevels o government.

The EO establishes fundamental federalism principles based onthe U.S. Constitution, specifies federalism
policymaking criteria, and special requirementsfor preemptionof statelaw. For example, afederal action that
limits the policymaking discretion of a state is to be taken only where there is constitutional and gatutory
authority for theaction anditisappropriateinlight of the presence of a problem of national significance. Also,
whee afederal satute does not have expressed provisions for preemptionof state law, such a preemption by
federal rulemaking may be done orly when theexercise of stateauthority drectly conflicts withthe exercise
of federal authority. Conflictbetweenstate and federal law i s possibleon fishery management issues; however,
the Magnusm-Stevens Act (Sedion 306) explicitly establishes conditions for federal preemption of state
regulations (and extension of state fishery management authority into the EEZ). This EO aso requires
consultation between federal and state officials and requires afederalism impact statement for rules that have
federalism implications. Federalism impact tatements are rarely needed for fedeal Alaska groundfish
regulations because of closestate-federal consultation provided by the Council process (see Section 2.7.8).
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Executive Or der 13158: Marine Protected Areas

This new EO, signed by President Clintonon May 26, 2000, and published onMay 31, 2000 (65 FR 34909),
diredsthe Departments of Commerce and the Interior to jointly develop anationa system of marine pr otected
areas (MPAS). The purpose of the system is to strengthen the management, protection, and conser vation of
exigting protected areasand establish new or expanded MPAs. The MPA system isto be scienti fically based,
representing diverseU.S. mar ine ecosystemsand the nation’ snatural and cultural resources. Establishing such
asystemisintended to reducethelikelihood that M PAs areharmedby federally approved o fundedactivities.

2.3.3 Future Management Tools and Measures

Management measures and management toolsrefer to all therules, regulations, conditions, and methods which
are required to rebuild, restore, or maintain any fishery resource and the marine environment. The terms
“management measures’ and “management tools’ are often used interchangeably by fishery managers.
Management measures are tool s that the fishery manager usesto control thefishery. They typically areused
to establish who can fish, what species can be fished, wherea fishery can occur, what gear can be used, and
what time of year fishermen are alowed to fish. Generically speaking, these are al tools in a manage’s
toolbox for controlling the fishery. A fishing season is a management measure, asis aquota or its allocation.
For each managamert issue or problem, manage's review the available tools to daermine the best way to
addresstheissue or solvetheproblem. Anamendment to the FM P ismade toimplement the specific measure
unlessthe tool is desgned as a framewark withinwhich, by desgn, the Council and NMFS can put the tool
to usewithout undergoing a lengthy planamendment process.

Inthisprogrammatic SEIS, the term tool sisused when management measures aredi scussedin a generic sense.
Fishing seasons, total allowable catch (TACs), PSC limits, gear restrictions and time and area closures, are
al tools. In Chapter 4, agency aralysts describe their review of existing management tools and, based on the
particular set of policy objectives, rank thetools based on their percel ved effidency in achieving theobjedives.
These tools then serve as the primary eements of an alternative modd regime where specific management
measures are defined for analytical purposes (e.g., specific TAC levds are esteblished, dates of seasors are
spedfied, coordinates of modd closed areasare provided).
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24 The Programmatic Alter natives

Analyzing envirormental impacts of management policies requires knowing what actions could be taken to
implement them. Policiesare, by definition, high-level, overall statementsor plansembracing the general goals
and procedures of a government body. In the United States, policies are intended to reflect the values and
wisdom of the citizers, as expressed by the nation’s laws and agencies. Goals and objectives ar e often used
to frame apolicy and to make it clearer and easier to understand. Still, determining how a policy may affect
human environment is difficult to analyze without some indication of how it might be implemented.

In this section the programmatic ater natives for this Supplemental Environmental | mpact Statement (SEIS)
areintroduced, beginning with a presentation of the status quo regime. This management regime has evolved
ove the last 20 years and continues to be revised as new issues arise or new scientific inf ormation becomes
available. This regime would continue to evolve if no action were taken. The programmatic alternatives in
this SEIS therefore provide potential changes in drection far fisheies managemert.

During the sooping process, the National Marine Fisheies Savice (NMFS) received numerous commerts
suggesting that various pdicy goals and dojectives should be given greater emphasis by the North Pacific
Fishery Management Council (the Council) than is currently the case. Based uponthese canments NMFS
has selected several important policy goas and objectives to serve as the basic framework for programmatic
alter nati ves to the gtatus quo. These god sand objectives are derived from a number of sources, including the
Magnuson- Stevens Fishery Conservation Management Act (M agnuson-Stevers Act), the Marine Mammal
Protection Act (MMPA), the Endangered Species Act (ESA), the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration’s (NOAA’s) Fisheries Strategic Plan, NOAA’s National Bycatch Plan, the Council’'s
Comprehensive Fishery Management Goas, the Council’s working definition for ecosystem-based
management, and fromthe Gulf of Alaska (GOA) and Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands (BSAI) groundfish
fishery management plans (FMPs) themselves.

NMFS believesthat the programmatic alternatives must providean appropriaterangeof alternaives so asto
sharply define the issues and provide a clear basis for choice among the dternatives. Each programmatic
aternative focuseson a particular sa of objectives, which were selected to reflect public comment and define
theissue It isundestood that the gereral €feds that aredetermined from a particular alternative regime
(Chapter 4) serveto illustratemany of thegeneral efectsof thoseprioritized policy objectives. Giventherange
of policy alternativesin this SEI'S, one should expect that the consequencesof emphasizing oneset of objectives
over others will illustrate the expected range of environmental effects that result from those decisions. Such
effects could be offset, or reduced in terms of intensity, should the decisionmaker choose to combine sets of
objectives or measures to create a modified policy emphasizing a different set of policy objectives than those
presented inthisanalysis Likewise, NMFS could chocse to mitigateany sigrificant efects without requiring
aforma changein policy. In ether case, NMFS expects that any effects during the next five years will fall
within the broad rangeof effects describedin this programmatic SEIS. This programmatic SEI Sthen serves
asan overar ching impact assessment of the Alaska groundfish fisheries on the natur a and human environment.

2.4.1 Alternative 1 (No Action): Continue with Existing Management Policy

The current management policy affecting the Alaska groundfish fisheries is defined by the policy statements,
goals, and objectives contained inthe BSAI and GOA Groundfish FMPs and other Council docunents. It can
aso be defined by the recent actions taken by the Council and implemented by NMFS. A review of the
evolution df Alaska groundfish management, a description of the Alaska groundfish fisheries, a summary of
the management process, and other mandated corsiderations are provided in Sections 2.7 through 2.10.
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2.4.1.1 Fisheries Management Plan Policy Statements, Goals, and Objectives

Boththe GOA and BSAI Groundfish FM Ps state theCouncil’ sgoal s and objectives for manag ng the fisheries.
Thesegoalsand objectivesand their accompanying statementsareintended to clarify thebasisfor the Council’ s
decisions and recommendatiors to the Secretary of Commerce. They are also intended to provide the public
and thestakeholdersof the resourcea clear senseof directionfor thefisheries. Thesegods and obj ectives were
developed using the Council’s public process. They have been found to be consistent with the Magnuson-
Stevens Act with their subsequent approva by the Secretary.

In 1984, the Council undertook a review of its goals and objectives for al the fisheries being managed by
NMFSin the Exdusive Econonmic Zone (EEZ ) off Alaska. The fisherieswererapidly being “ Americanized”
(see Section 2.7.2), and the Courcil wanted to step back and assess progr ess made in the development of the
domestic fisheries. Asaresult of this sdf-assessmert, the Courcil devd oped nine Comprenensive Fishery
Management Goalsto serve astargets for future Council action. They were intended to provide the Council,
theindustry, and the public with asense of directionfor thecourseof fishey managament for thenext ten-year
period (Appendix G).

The Gulf of Alaska Groundfish Fishery Management Plan

The GOA Graundfish FMP was the first FMP adopted by the Council. Following implementation of the
Magnuson- Stevens Act in 1977 (Section 2.7. 2), preiminary management plans (PMP) were prepared for the
GOA and BSAI to establish a management regime tocortrol theforeignfisheries. Tocontrol domestic harvest
of groundfish required an FMP. T he Council choseto prepare an FMP for the GOA first becauseat thetime
it was the only area with an existing small domestic groundfish fishery. As aresult, the GOA FMP was a
simple document and limited in scope, compared to the regime in place today. 1n 1985, a general omnibus
amendment (Appendix B; Amendment 14) overhauled the GOA FMP by addressing a number of administr ative
weaknesses. It also updated the plan’s policy statement to better reflect the thirking at that time. The policy
statement that has been used since 1985 is summarized below.

The Council is committed to devel oping long-range plansfor managing the GOA groundfish fisheriesthat will
promateastabl e planning environment for the seafoodindustry andwill maintain the heal th of the resourceand
the environment. In developing alocations and harvesting systems, the Council will give overriding
considerations to maximizing economic bendits to the United States. Such management will:

1. Conformto the National Standards and tothe Council’s Comprehensive Fishery Management
Goadls.

2. Bedesigned to ensurethat, to the extent possible:
a. Commercial, recreational, and subsistence benefitsmay beobtained on a continuing basis;
b. Chances of irreverd ble or | ong-term adverse effects on fishery resources and the marine
environment will be minimized;
c. Multiplicity of options will be available with respect to future uses of the resources; and
d. Regulationswill belong-term and stabl e with changes kept to a minimum.

Prindpal Managanment Goal

GOA groundfish resources will be managed to maximize pasitive economic bendits to the United States,
consistent with resource gewardship responsihbilities for the continuing welfare of the GOA living marine
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resources. Economic benefits include, but are not limited to, profits, benefits to consumers, income, and
employment.

To accomplish this goal, a humber of objectives will be considered:

1. The Council will establish annual harvest guidelines, within biological constraints, for each
groundfish fishery, and mix of speciestaken in that fishery.

2. Inits managemert process, including the setting of annual harvest guidelines, the Council will
account for al fi shery-related removalshby all gear types for each groundfish species, sport fishery,
and subsistence catches, as well as by directed fisheries.

3. The Council will manage the fisheries to minimize waste by:
a. Develgping approachesto treating bycatches othe than as a prohibited species. Any system
adopted mug address the problamns of coveat targeting and enfarcement.
b. Developing management measures that encourage the use of gear and fishing techniques that
minimizediscards.

4. The Council will manage GOA groundfish resources to stimulate development of fully domestic
operations.

5. The Courcil will devd op measures to control &fort in afishery, includng systems to convert the
common property resource to private property, but only when requested to do so by the industry.

6. Rebuilding stocksto commercial or historic levelswill be undertaken only if benefits to the United
States can be predict ed after evaluating the associated costsand benefitsand theimpactson related
fisheries.

7. Population thresholdswill be established for economically viabl e species complexes under Council
management on the basis of the best scientific information, and acceptable biologica catches
(ABCs) will beestablished as definedin this document. If population estinetes drop bd ow these
threshdds, ABC will beset to reflect necessary rebuilding as deermined in Objective 6.

The Bering Sea Aleutian Idands Groundfish Fishery Management Plan

The BSAI groundfishFMP, implemented in 1981, set new standards for fisheries management. It wasthefirst
FMP in the country to introduce a framework approach to decision-making. In this plan, management tools
were authorized whereby subsequent application did not require a lengthy plan amendment process. Use of
regul atary amendments to implement the actual management measures proved to bemoreefficient. The FMP
was dso thefirst to be based on ecosystem principl es. Such principl es were reflected in the policy goas and
objectives. The pdicy statement, which has not been changed since 1981, is summarized bd ow.

The Council has determined that dl its fishery management plans should, in order to meet the requirements of
its constituency, the resaurces, and the Magnuson-Stevens Act, achievethe fdlowing goals:

1. Promote conservation while providing for the optimum yield from the region’s groundfish resource in
terms of
a. providing thegrestest overall benefit to the nation with par ticular referenceto food production and
recreational gpportunities;
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b. avoidingirrevesiblea long-term adverse éfectsonfishery resourcesandthe marine environment;
and

c. ensuring availability of amultiplicity of optionswith resped to thefuture uses of theseresources
2. Promote, where possible, efficient use of the fishery resources, but not solely for economic purposes.

3. Promate fair and equitable allocation of identified available resources in a manner such that no
particular group acquires an excessive share o the privileges.

4. Basethe plan on the best sci entific information available.
In accomplishing these broad objectives, a number of secondary objectives have been considered:

1. Conservation and management measur es have takeninto account the unpredictable characteristics of
futur e resource availability and socioeconomic factors influencing the viability of the industry.

2. Whee possible, indvidual gocks of fish are managed as a unit throughaout ther range, but such
managemert is in due consideration of ather inpacted resources.

3. Insuch instances when stacks havedeclined to a level bdow thet capable of producing Maximum
Sustainable Yidd (MSY), management measures shauld promote the rebuildng of stacks. In
considering the rate of rebuilding, factors ather than bidogical considerations have been taken into
accourt.

4. Management measures, whilepromoting dficiencywheepracticable, aredesignedtoavoid disr uption
of existing social and economic structures where fisheries appear to be gperating in reasonable
conformance with the Act and have evolved ove a period of years as reflected in canmunity
characteristics, processing capability, fleet size, and distribution. These systems and the resources
uponwhich they are based are not static, but change in the existing regulatory regime should be the
result of considered action based on data and input.

5. Management measures should cortain a margin of safety in recommending allowable biological
catches when the quality of information concerning the resource and ecosystem is questionable.
Management plans should provide for accessing biologica and socioeconomic datain such i nstances
whee the information base is inadequate to effectively establi sh the biological parameters of the
resource or to reasonably establish optimum yield. Thisplan hasidentified information and research
required far further plan devd opment.

6. Fishing strategy has been designed in such a manner asto have aminmal impact on other fisheries
and the envirorment.

Subtle differences exist between the GOA and BSAI FMPsin terms of policy. Prepared by different authors,
some of the dif ferencesinwording can beattributed to diff erences inwriting sty le. Partially conflicting policy
goals and objectiveslisted in both FMPs requires that the Council balance conflicting gaels (eg., stimulating
the devel gpment of domestic fisheries versus rebuilding depressed stocks). Both policy statemerts reference
the Magnuson-Stevens Act National Standards as the overarching principles for managing the groundfish
fisheaies. The GOA FMP pdicy places primary emphasis on maximizing positive economic benefits to the
United States, consistent with resource stewardship responsibi lities for the cortinuing welfare of the GOA’s
living marire resources. The BSAlI FMP s policy ismore nautral. The BSAI policy recognizes thedynamics
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of the Bering Sea ecosystem andthat themanagement regmeshould be flexible in order to accommodate new
informetion as moreis learned about the ecosystem Amaong cther secondary objectives, the BSAI FMP
highlight ed the importance of designingfishing strat egiesthat have minimal impact on the environment as well
as taking a precautionary approach when data on the stock or the ecosystem is lacking. The differencesin
wording of the BSAI policy goal sand objedivesreflect abroader ecosystem view of thefisheries. Itisunlikely
that the Council recognized the differences between these two policy statements. The Coundl has always
managed the GOA and theBSA | grourdfish fisheriesas awhole, recognizing thecloseinter-rd ationshi psthat
exist beween the fisheries and thetwo geographical areas.

It isimportant to recognize that at the time these policy statements were prepared, the Alaska groundfish
fisheries were going through a remar kabl e transgiti on, from a foreign-dominated fishery to a purely domestic
fishery. Goalsand objectives developed during this period reflect the i ssues and needs of thetime and may not
necessarily represent today’ s perspective and understanding of thefisheriesand the ecasystem (Sections 2.7.1
and 2.7.2 contain descriptions of thefisheriesprior to and after implementationof the Magnuson-Stevens Act).

24.1.2 Recent Federal Actions

Another way to characteize the current policy d the Council and NMFS, as it pertains to the Alaska
grourdfish fisheries, is to review recent actions taken by the Courcil.

Section 2.7.2 presents a summary of the evolution of the FM Ps and the significant issues and management
actions that have shaped the regime in place today. A review of the FMP plan amendment and regulatary
amendment summaries provided as Appendices A, B, and C provide considerable detail of the management
higorythat tr anspir ed during the1980s and 1990s. A review of themgjor actionstakeninthe1990s illustrates
the Council’ s recent policy emphasis and direction.

Significant Gulf of Alaska A ctions

Over theladt ten years, significant federal actions taken by the Courcil (groupedby general issue or primary
purpose) are as follows:

Reduce Bycatch and Discards

Amendment 15: Kodiak Traw! Closure-established bottam tram closure areas based an historic king crab
abundanceto enhance protection o kingcrab stocks.

Amendment 18: Kodiak Crab Closure—continued bottom trawl -
closures established by Amendment 15. :

Amendment 26: Peamanent Kodiak Crab Protection ;:"'”"
Zones—permanently extended bottom trawl closures established ‘(’fl
by Amendments15 and 18. ¥

King crab

Amendment 37: Processing of nonindividual fishing quota (IFQ) Sped es-increased efficiency by freeza-
longlinevesselsand inareasad product quality of non-1FQ groundfish caughtind dentally to the harvedsof IFQ
sableishand halibut.
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Amendment49: Improved Retention/Improved Utilization—appliedtoall groundfish fisheriestor educe discards.
Beginning first with pollock and Paaficcodin 1998, all vessel scatchingthese species had to retain them. The
programwill beextended to shallow water flatfish fisheries begnningin 2003.

Amendment 53: Full Retention of Demersal Shelf Rockfishin Fixed Gear Fisheries—appr oved by the Council
but awaiting Secretarial approval. It isintended to diminate discards of these species.

Protect T arget Groundfish Species

Amendment 32: Pacific ocean perch Rebuilding
Plan-established a rebuilding program for Pecific ocean
perchstocks in the GOA.

Pacific cod Amendment 38: Pacific ocean perch Rebuilding
Pan-al lowed the total allowable catch (TAC) to be set at or below the amount dictated by the Amendment 32
formula basad on biologcal or resource conservation concans.

Amendment 44: Overfishing Definitions—edefined ABC and
overfishing to facilitate more consavative risk-advease
decisions when stock size and mortadity rates are not fully
known.

Amendment 56: Revised Overfishing Definitions—revisedTiers
2—4 established in Amendment 44 by changing the default ;
fishing mortality rate to amore consarvétive rate. Pacific ocean perch

Protect N on-Target Species

Amendment 39: Forage Fish Protedion—prohibited the devel gomert of conmercial fishaiesfor farage fishin
recogniti on of their importance to the marine food web and the ecosystem.

Increase the Economic Benefits to the Nation

Amendment 20: Sablefish andHalibut | FQs-established an IFQ program for thesefi sheri es. Benefitsincluded
regulatory stability, increased product qudity, and increased vessel safety.

Amendment 23: Inshore/Offshore Allocations—established inshore/offshor e processing allocations to avoid a
retum to the “free-for-all” that existed previoudy. The intent was to stabilize the fisheries until a
comprehensive control program could be devel oped.

Amendment 28: Moratorium—established a vessd moratariumon new ertry into the groundfish fisheries until
the License Limitation Program could be put into efect.

Amendment 29: Salmon Retention for Food Banks—established a mechanism for retaining and distributing
salmon taken as bycatch by thetrawl fisheries (that other wise woul d have been discarded by regulation) to the
neady.
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Amendment 35: Quota Share Blocks—modified the sablefish and halibut IFQ Program to protect small
producers, part-timeparticipants, and ertry-level participants by preventing exoessive consolidation of quota
shares.

Amendment 36: Transfe of Community Development Quota Compensation Quota Shares—benefits focused
on making more accessible areas available to smal boat fishermen.

Amendment 37: Processing of Nan-1FQ Species—peamitted non-1FQ species caught incidentally to sablefish,
to be kept and frozen, thereby increasing product quality and reducing discards.

Amendment 40: Inshore/ Offshore Allocations—extended the pr ocessing dlocations established in Amendment
23toavaddardaurntoafreefor-all. Such actionswereintended to stabilizethefisheriesuntil acomprehensive
effort control program could be devel oped.

Amendment 41: License Limtation Program—considered the first step toward preventing comprehensive
rationalization of the fisheries, thisaction preverted additional vessels from entering the groundfish fisheries
and adding to the tragedy of the commons.

Amendment 42: 1FQ Vessel Buy Down-increased the flexibility of quota share use and transfer by small
vessds.

Amendment 43: IFQ Sweep Up Provisions—increased the consolidation of small quota shares to provide for
greater useof qudta shares.

Amendment 50: Halibut Donation Program—established amechanismfor retaining and distributing to the needy
halibut taken as bycatchin the traw! fisheries (which by regulation would othewise have been discarded).

Amendment 51 Inshore/ Offshor e Allocati ons—continuedthe processing allocati ons establi shed in Amendmerts
23 and 40, as modified by implementation of the AFA in 1999.

Amendment 54: Indirect Ownership and Use Caps (I FQ)-wouldclarify rules of ownership intheSablefishl FQ
Program (currently inthe pipeline; nat yet implemented).

Amendment57: M oratorium Extensions—extended the mor ator ium establi shed by Amendment 28 on new entry
into the groundfish fisheries urtil the LicenseLimitation Program (LLP) could beput into effect.

Amendment 58: L LP—approved by the Council but not yet been approved by the Secretary of Commerce.
Many years in themaking, thisprogram permanently restrictsnew entry into the groundfish fisheies.

Amendment 61: American Fisheries Act (AFA) Implementation—currently inthe pipeline; approved by the
Council, and temporarily implemented by NMFS emergency order. The amendmert implements
nondiscretionary elements of the AFA, which include sector alocations far pollock to digible harvesting
vessds, processars, and cooperatives.
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Protect T hreatened or Endangered Species

Amendment 25: Steller Sea L ion Buffer Zones—established year-round closure areaswithin 10 nautical miles
of key Steller sea lion rookeries. Also established time and area restrictions on pollock harvest adacert to
sdlected rookeies. The Council has also usad regulatory amendments to take further protective actions. In
the last five years, the most important perhaps, was theimp ementaion of reasonable and prudent actions
(RPAS) for Steller sealions authorized under Amendment 25. T hese RPAS, for example, made modifications
to measures approved previoudy by returning the fishery to aquarterly distribution of pollock hervest. Such
an action is intended to spread out the
catch and reduce the passibility that the
fisheries compete with the marine
e mammals for food. Other actions require
longline vessds to utilize avoidance
measures to reduce the chance of taking
short-tailed albatross in ther gear.

Protect Habitat

Amendment 55: Essential Fish
-— Habitat—defined essential fish habitat for

- al managed groundfish species and
identified Habitat Areas of Particular
Concern.

Steller sea lions

Amendment 59: Sitka Pinnacles Marine Reserve-would establish a no-fishing marine reserve containing
important fish habitat near Sitka, Alaska. Approved by the Council, it is awaiting Secretarial review and
action.

Amendment 65: Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (H APCs)—precludes commercial fisheries on coralsand
sponges from developing. Awaiting Secretaria review and action.

Significant BSAI Actions

During the 1990s, the following significant federal actionsweretaken by theCouncil (grouped by general issue
or primary purpose):

Reduce Bycatch and Discards

Amendment 21a Pribilof Idands Habitat Conservation
Area—edtablished trawl closures near the islands to reduce "i'—@wéfﬁg‘ it
the incidental catch of crab.
Chum salmon
Amendment 21b: Chinook Salmon Savings Area—established a time and area management strategy aimed at
reducing theamount of chinodk salmon taken asbycatch intrawl fisheries.

Amendment 33: Processing of non-1FQ Species-increased efficiency by freezer-longline vesselsand incr eased
product quality of nonIFQ groundfish caught inddentally to the harveds of IFQ sablefish and halibut.
Reduced discards.
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Amendment 35: Chum Salmon Savings Area—established atemporal and spatial management measure a med
at reducing the ampunt of chum salmon taken as bycatch inthe trawl fisheries.

Amendment 37: Red King Crab Protection M easures—established year-round d osure areas and modified the
prohi bited speciescat ch (PSC) limit for trawl fisheries as stepstoward rebuilding king crab stocksinthe Bering
Sea.

Amendment 40: Opilio Bycatch L imits—established for the first time, PSC limits for snow crab as a measure
to limit incidental mortality in thegroundfish trawl fisheries.

Amendment 41: Reduced Bairdi Limits—+educed PSC limits for Tanner crab and established atemporal and
spatial measur e that closed areas once a PSC limit was reached.

Amendment49: Improved Retention/Improved Utili zation-gpplied todl groundfish fisheriesto reduce discards.
Beginning first with pollock and Pacific cod in 1998, al vessels catching these specieshad toretainthem. The
programwill be extended to rock sde and ydlowfin sole fisheriesbegnningin 2003.

Amendment 57: Pdlock Batom Trawl Gear
Prohibition—prohibited the use of bottom trawls
(beginning in 1999) in the pollock fishery to reduce
the impact of trawl gear on the bottom and reduce the
bycatch of crab and halibut.

Amendment 58: Reduced Chinook Salmon Bycatch
Chinook salmon Limits—further reduced salmon bycatch in the BSAI
trawl fisheies.

Increase Economic Benefits to Alaska Coasta Communities

Amendment 18: Inshor e/Off shore Allocations—establi shed the Community Devdopment Quota Program for
western Alaska communities.

Amendment 32: Transfe of Community Development Quota (CDQ) Compensation Quota Shares—-increased
fishing opportunities to coastal communities.

Amendment 34: AtkaMackerd Jig All acation-intended to increase fishing opportunitiesfor local, small boat
fishermen.

Amendment 38: Inshore/ Offshore Allocations—eauthorized the CDQ Program established by Amendment 18
by extending previoudly set processing allocationsto avoid areturn toafree-for-all fishery. Such adtionswere
intended to stabilize the fisheries until a comprehensive effort control program could be developed.

Amendment45: Reaut horize CDQ Fisheries—continued the CDQ Program, which brought significant economic
opportunities to western Alaska coastal commurities.
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Protect T arget Groundfish Species

Amendment 44: Ovefishing Definitions—+redefined acceptable bidogical catch (ABC) and overfishing to
facilitate more conservative risk-adver se decisions when stock size and mortality rates are not fully known.

Amendment 53: Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish Allocation—reduced the chance d ovefishing thesespecies.

Amendment 56: Revised Overfishing Definitions—+evised Tiers 2—4 by changing the default fishing mortality
rate to amore conservative rate.

Protect N on-Target Species

Amendment 36: ForageFi sh Protection—prohi bited the devel opment
of commercial fisheries for forage fish, such as capelin, in e
recognition of their importance to the marine food web and the
€ecosy sem. :

Amendment 37: Red King Crab Protection Measures—established | Capelin
year-round closure areas and modified the PSC limit for trawl
fisheries as steps toward rebuildng king crab gocks in the Bering Sea.

Increase the Economic Benefits to the Nation

Amendment 15: Sablefish and Halibut IFQ—established aregulatory program to stabilize the longlinefi sheries
for sablefish and halibut, improve product quality, and increase vesse safety.

Amendment 23: Moratorium-established avessel moratorium on new entry into the groundfish fisheries until
the LLP could be put into efect.

Amendment 24: Pacific Cod Allocation—established alocations of Pacific cod TAC between the trawl, fix ed
gear, and jig gear fisheries. This amendment was intended to stabilize the fishery.

Amendment 26: Sal mon Retention for Food Banks—established a mechanism for retaining and distributing to
the needy, incidentaly caught salmon that, by regulation, would otherwise have to be discar ded.

Amendment 31: QuotaShar e Blocks—prevented excessive
consolidation of quata shares to ensure a diverse
participationin thel FQ fisheries.

Amendment 33: Processing of Non-IFQ
Species-increasad efficiency by freezer-longline vessals
and increasaed product quality of nonlFQ groundfish
caught incidentally tothe harvests of 1FQ sablefishand halibut. Reduced discards.

Sablefish

Amendment 38: Inshore/ Offshore Allocations—reauthorized the CDQ Program established by Amendment 18
by extending the processing allocations set previously to avoid areturn to afree-for-al fishery. Such actions
were intended to stabilize the fisheries until a comprehensive effort control program could be developed.
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Amendment 39: L L P—consider ed thefir & step toward compr ehensiverationalization of thefisheries, this action
prevented additional fishing vessels from entering the groundfish fisheries and adding to the tragedy of the
COMMOrs.

Amendment 42: IFQ Vessel Buy Down+-increased the flexibility of quota share use and transfer by small
vessds.

Amendment 43. 1FQ Sweep Up Provisions-increased the consolidation of small quotasharesto provide for
greater useof quata shares.

Amendment 46: Pacific Cod Allocation—extended the TAC allocations established by Amendment 24 to the
trawl, hook-and-line and pot gear, and jig fisheries.

Amendment 50; Halibut Donation Program—established amechanismfor retaining and distrib uting to the needy
halibut taken as bycatchin the traw! fisheries (which by regulation would otheawise haveto be discarded).

Amendment51: Inshorg Offshore All ocations—continued the
processing dlocations established by Amendment 18, as
modified by implementation of the AFA in 1999.

Amendment 54: Indrect Ownership and Use Caps
(IFQ)—would clarify rulesof ownershipinthe sablefishl FQ
program (not ye implemented).

Pacific halibut

Amendment 59: Moratorium Extensions-extended the
moratorium established by Amendment 23 on new entry into the groundfish fisheries until the LLP could be
put into effect.

Amendment 60: LLP—approved by the Council but, not yet approved by the Secretary of Commerce. Many
yearsin the making, this program pamanently restricts new ertry into the groundfish fisheies.

Amendment 61. AFA Implementation—approved by the Council, and temporarily implemented by emergency
orde. The amendment imp ementsthe nondisaretionary d ementsof the AFA that include sector allocations
for pollock, to digible harvesting vessels, processors, and cooperatives.

Amendment 64: Pacific Cod Fixed Gear Allocations—providesfurther refinement to the Pacific cod allocations
to hook-andHine and pot fisheries.

Amendment 67: Pacific Cod Species and Gear Endorsement s—establishes new rulesto prevent transfer of LLP
vessdls into the Pecific cod fishery that had no, or limited, history in that fishery. This amendment has been
approved by the Council, and is awaiting Secretarial approval.
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Protect T hreatened or Endangered Species

Amendment 25: Steller Sea L ion Buffer Zones—established year-round closure areaswithin 10 nautical miles
of key Steller sea lion rookeries. Also established time and area restrictions on pollock harvest adacert to
sdlected rookeies. The Courcil has also usad regulatory amendments to take further protective actions. In
the last five years, the most important perhaps, was theimp ementaion of reasonable and prudent actions
(RPAS) for Steller sealions authorized under Amendment 25. T hese RPAS, for example, made modifications
to measures approved previoudy by returning the fishery to aquarterly distribution of pollock hervest. Such
an action is intended to spread out the catch and reduce the possibility that the fisheries were competing with
the marire mammals for food. Other actions include the reguirement that longlinevessels utilize avoidance
measures to reduce the chance of taking shart-tailed albatross in ther gear.

Protect Habitat

Amendment 21a: Pribilof Islands Habitat Conservation Area—establishad trawl closures near the islands to
reducethe incidental catch of crab and proted benthic habitat.

Amendment 55: Essential Fish Habitat—defined essential fish habitat for all managed groundfish species and
identified Habitat Areasof Particular Concern.

Amendment 65: Habitat Areas of Particular Concern—wauld preclude commercial fisheries on cora and
sponges (not yet approved).

Summary of Current Policy

Review of recent Council actiors illustrates a history o decision-making by the Council in which it has
attempted to balance anumber of policy objectives. Review of this history suggests that the policy emphasis
of federal managers has changed from onedominated by economic devdopment objectives (duringthe 1980s)
to a policy that emphasizes a reduction in groundfish discards and comprehensive rationdization of the
fisheries. Thesechangesinpolicy emphasisdemonstrate the bendfits of apolicy framework. Themain concern
of U.S. manage'sin the 1970s and 1980s was to cortrol the target catch of fareign fleets, which by then had
fished down many stocks, and to shield domestic fisheriesfor crab and halibut from foragn bycatch, gear
conflicts, and grounds preemption. Many of these contr ol measures were brought forward into the PMPs for
foreign fisheries, and theninto theinitial FMPsin 1978-1982. By 1985, thebasis for target speciesprotection
had been established, but managers till spent considerable time and effort fashioning measures to limit the
impacts of the burgeoning domestic groundfish fishery on more traditiona fisheries for salmon, halibut, and
crab. This review of policy emphasis on protecting target species should not be interpreted as a lack of
atention. Rathe, the basic management appr oaches were now in place, and they did not require any major
changes over time, except for fine tuning. The processes for establishing ABCs, TACs, overfishing levels
(OFLs), and other such levels were changed to provide additional protection.

In the 1980s, various closures to foreign fisheries and joint ventures conferred economi ¢ benefits on other
domestic fisheries, but the red catayst for economic growth was the allocation priorities established in the
Magnuson- Stevens Act. Asisdescribedin greater detail in Section 2.7.2, giving priority to domestic fisheries
brought about the “Americanization” of groundfish fisheries much earlier than anyone had anticipated. The
domestic-foreign joint venture, which peaked in 1987, served asthe proving groundsfor many restrictions that
would eventually be placed on the fully domegtic fisheries. For exanple theydlowfin sdefleet in the eastemn
Bering Sea demonstrated to manage's how limited they were in inplementing very precise measures to
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control—or even monitor—individual vessel bycatch without compr ehensiveobserver cover ageonthevessds.

The 1990s may be viewed as a period of continual modification of measuresto manage groundfish operations
tominimizetheir impact on non-groundfish fisheries, on marine mammalsand seabirds, and on habitat. Direct
catalystsfor thelatter measures camefirst from the ESA, then from the Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996.
The 1990s al so may be viewed as the time when managers struggled withthe problems of intense competition
for arobust, but limted, groundfish resource. Managers made allocations of cod and pdlock to various gear
sedorstoinsulateonefromthe other. Capacity control measures, such asindvidual fishing quatasand license
limitation, weredso introduced. The AFA provided further rationalization of the pollock fishery by reducing
the number of factary trawlers andintrodudng fishing cooperatives.

Partially conflicting policy goals and objectives in the BSAI and GOA FMPs, reguirethe decision-meker to
strike an appropriate balance. The FMPs themsdves, and their implementing regulations describe a
“management regime.” The current regime is described in Section 2.7 as the “Federa Action of this
Programmatic SEIS.” It istherefore logical that a practical way to evaluate alternativepolicy objectivesisto
construct model manageamert regimesthat can be compared to the current regime. In this way, the mode
regimes serve as an example of how a particular policy may be implemented and analysis of those model
regimes will provide information to allow, to some degree (Chapter 4), for a compar aive analysis among
alterretivepolicies.

24.2 A New Policy Framework: T he Common Denominator Among Alternatives to the Status

Quo

Tofulfill the purpose and need of this programmetic SEIS, NMFS hasselected particular pdicy objectives as
“primary objectives’ as amethod of defining the“policy emphasis” for each programmatic alternative. These
goals and objectives were derived from areview of the Magnuson-Stevens Act, the NOAA Fisheries Strategic
Plan, NOAA’s National Bycatch Plan, the ESA, the MMPA, the Courcil’'s Compréhensive Fishery
Management Goals, and the Council’ swor king definitionfor ecosystem-based management. By constructing
each dternative around a different policy emphasis, the environmental issues raised during scoping can be
clearly defined and examined. Such a presentation of aternatives aso illustrates the flexibility of the policy
framework to address particular envirormental issues The policy emphasis contained within each alternative
will present amarked contrast to the Council’ s stated management policy and to the othe alternatives, whereas
the Courcil currently grives to seek a balance of objectives. If adopted, the new or changed policy emphasis
could restrict therange of future management actions. Combining two or more suites of aternative policy
objectives could similarly result in changes (though possibly less distinct from the status quo) on how the
fisheries are managed and regu ated compared to the status quo.

2.4.3 Alternative 2. Adopt a New Fisheries Management Policy Framework that Emphasizes
Increased Protection to Marine Mammals and Seabirds

This policy would emphasize reducing conflictsand adversei nteractions between groundfish fishing activities
and marine mammal's and seabirds, while providing a future in which the Ameican people are able to enjoy
thewealthand berefits of diverse and sdf-sustaining livingmarineresources The following four overarching
goas will serve the Council and NMFS as long-term achievements:

1. Providesound conservation of living marine resources.
2. Providesocially and econonically viablefisheries.

3. Allow no human-caused threats to protected species.
4. Maintain a healthy living marine resource habitat.
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In accomplishing thesebroad goals, the fdlowing faurteen pdicy dbjectives will be consider ed when making
decisions. Thoseobjectives bangusedto illustrategreater enphasis (eg., to increase protection to Steller sea
lions, other marine mammals, short-tailed abatross, and seabirds) in shaping policy decisons under
Alternative 2 are in bold:

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

244

Emphasize protection of marine mammals and seabirds by reducing potentid adver se impacts
of groundfish harvesting; adverse impacts may include direct take, competition for prey,
disturbance, and degradation of habitat (primary objective).

Maintain healthy stocks important to commercial, recreational, and subsistence fisheries.

Prevent overfishing and rebuild depressed stocks important to commercia, recreational, and
subsistencefisheries. Increaselong-term economic and socia benefitsto the nation from living marine
resources.

Recover and maintain pratected species populations.

Reducefishing conflicts that involve protected species and seabirds.

Protect, consave, and restare living marine resource habitat.

Conform to the National Standards and the Council’s Compr ehensive Goals.

Fully integrate MMPA, ESA, Fish and Wildlife Coardination Act (FWCA), and Federal Power Act
(FPA) procedures into the Magnuson-Stevens Act decision-making process.

Promate a stable planning environment for the seafood industry by keeping regulations stable when
possible.

Promoteeffident useof theresources but not solely for economic purposes.

Minimizediscards by developing management measuresthat encourage the use of gear and fishing
techniques that minimizediscards.

Establishminimum stoack sizethreshd dsfor al managed groundfishstocks based on the best scientific
information available.

Maintain a margin of safety in recommending acceptable biologica cat ches when the information
concerning the resource is questionable and obtain additional biological and socioeconomic datain
such ingances.

Use the precautionary approach when meking decisions.

Alternative3: Adopt aNew FisheriesM anagement Policy Framewor kthat Emphasizes| ncreased
Protection to Target Groundfish Species

Alternative 3 places greater emphasis on obj ectives aimed at preventing overfishing, maintaining healthy fish
stocks of target species, and rebuilding depressed stocks of tar get specieswhile providing af utureinwhich the
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Ameican people are able to enjoy the wealth and benefits of diverse and sdlf-sustaining living marine
resources. Thefollowing four overarching goalswill serve the Council and NMFS as|ong-termachievements:

1. Providesound conservation of living marine resources.

2. Providesocially and econonically viablefisheries.

3. Allow no human-causead threats to protected species.

4. Maintain a hedlthy living merine resource habitat.
In accomplishing these broad godls, 14 policy objectives will be considered when making decisions. Those
objectives being used to illustrate greater emphasis (e.g., to increase protection to target groundfish species)
in shaping policy decisions arein bold:

1. Provide more or improved protection for target species while also providing for sustainable
fisheries (primary objective).

2. Maintain healthy stocks important to commer cial, recreational, and subsistence fisheries.

3. Prevent overfishing and rebuild depressed stocks impor tant to commercial, recreational, and
subsistence fisheries. Increase long-term economic and social benefitsto the nation from living
marine r esour ces.

4. Recove and maintain proteced species populations.

5. Reducefishing conflicts that involve protected species and seabirds.

6. Protect, conserve, and restore living marine resour ce habitat.

7. Conform to the National Standards and NPFM C Compr ehensive Goals.

8. Fully integrate proceduresof the MMPA,ESA, FWCA, and FPA into the Magnuson-Stevens Act
decision-meking process.

9. Promate a stable planning environment for the seaf ood industry by keeping regulations stable when
possible.

10. Promoteeffident useof theresources but not solely for economic purposes.

11. Minimizediscards by devdoping management measures that encour age the use of gear and fishing
techniques that minimizediscards.

12. Establish minimum stock size thresholds for all managed gr oundfish stocks based on the best
scientific information available.

13. Maintainamar gin of safety in r ecommending acceptablebiologica catcheswhentheinfor mation
concer ning theresourceisquestionable and obtain additional biological and socioeconomic data
in such instances.

14. Use the precautionary approach when making decisions.
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2.4.5 Alternative4: Adopt aNew Fisheries M anagement Policy Framewor k that Emphasizes| ncreased
Protection to Non-Target and Forage Species

This policy places greater emphasis on maintaining healthy fish stocks of non-tar get and forage fish, reducing
bycatch and bycat ch mortality, reducing discards, and using a precautionary approach when making decisians,
while providing afuture inwhich the American peopl eare able to enjoy the wealth and benefits of diverse and
self-sustaining living marineresour ces. The non-target species listisfound inAppendix H. Thefollowingfour
overarching goals will serve the Council and NMFS as long-term achievements:

1. Providesound conservation of living marine resaurces.

2. Providesocially and economically viablefisheries.

3. Allow no human-causal threats to protected species.

4. Maintaina healthy living marine resource habitat.
In accomplishing thesebroad goals, 14 policy objectives will be considered when making decisions. Those
objectivesbeing used toillustrategreater enphasis(eg., toincr ease protecti on to nontarget groundfishspeci es)
in shaping policy decisions arein bold:

1. Prevent over fishing, maintain healthy stocks, and rebuild depressed stock of nontarget species
(primary objective).

2. Maintain healthy stocks important to commer cial, r ecreational, and subsistence fisheries.

3. Prevent overfishing and rebuild depressed stocks important to commercial, recreational, and
subsistence fisheries. Increase long-tam economic and social benefits to the nation from living
marine r esour ces.

4. Recove and mairntain proteded species popul ations.

5. Reducefishing conflicts that involve protected species and seabirds.

6. Protect, conserve, and restore living marine resour ce habitat.

7. Conform to the National Standards and the Council’s Compr ehensive Goals.

8. Fully integrate procedures of the MMPA, ESA, FWCA, and FPA into the Magnuson-Stevens Act
decision-meking process.

9. Promate a stable planning environment for the seaf ood industry by keeping regulations stable when
possible.

10. Promoteeffident useof theresources but not solely for economic purposes.

11. Minimize discar ds by devel oping management measur es that encourage the use of gear and
fishing techniques that minimize discar ds.

12. Establishminimum stock szethresholdsfor a | managed groundfish stocks based onthe best scientific
information avai lable.

JANUARY 2001 CHAPTER 2 - DRAFT PROGRAMMATIC SEIS

2.4-16



13. Maintain a margin of safety in recommending acceptable biological catches when the information
concerning the resource is questionable and obtain additional biological and socioeconomic datain
such indances.

14. Use the precautionary approach when making decisions.

2.4.6 Alternative5: Adopt a New FisheriesM anagement Policy Framewor kthat Emphasizes| ncreased
Protection to Habitat

This policy places greater emphasis on objectives to protect, conserve, and restore living marine resource
habitat, while providing a future in which the Ameri can people are able to enjoy the wealth and benefits of
diverse and sdlf-sugtaining living marine resources. The following four overarching goals will serve the
Council and NMFS as long-term achievements:

1. Providesound conservation of living marine resaurces.

2. Providesocially and economically viablefisheries.

3. Allow no human-causead threats to protected species.

4. Maintaina healthy living marine resource habitat.
In accomplishing these broad goals, 14 policy objectives will be considered when making decisions. Those
objectives being used to illustrategreater emphasis (eg., to increase protedionto hahitat, including essertial
fish hahitat) in shaping policy decisions are in bold:

1. Protect and restor e essential fish habitat whil e accr uing benefitsto mar ine ecosystems
(primary objective).

2. Maintain healthy stocks important to commercial, reaeational, and subsistence fisheries.

3. Prevent overfishing and rebuild depressed stocks important to commercid, recreationa, and
subsistence fisheries. | ncrease long-term economic and socia benefits to the nation from living
marineresources

4. Recove and mairtain proteded species populations.

5. Reducefishing conflicts that involve protected species and seabirds.

6. Protect, conserve, and restore living marine resour ce habitat.

7. Conform to the National Standards and the Council’s Compr ehensive Goals.

8. Fully integrate procedures of the MMPA, ESA, FWCA, and FPA into the Magnuson-Stevers Act
decision-making process.

9. Promote a stable planning environment for the seafood industry by keeping regul ations stable when
possible.

10. Promoteeffident useof theresources but not solely for economic purposes.
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11. Minimize discards by devel oping management measures that encourage the use of gear and fi shing
techniques that minimizediscards.

12. Establish minimum stock size thresholds for all managed groundfish stacks based on thebest
scientific inf ormation available.

13. Maintain amargin of safety in recommending acceptable biological catches when the information
concerning the resource is questionable and obtain additional biological and socioeconomic datain
such ingances.

14. Use the precautionary approach when making decisions.

2.4.7 Alternative 6: Adopt a New Fisheries Management Policy Framework that Emphasizes an
I ncr ease in Socioeconomic Benefits

Two distinctalternative pdicies areconsidered unde Altanative 6. Alternative6.1 is much broader than6.2,
interms of both therange of bendits that would be considered and the time period over which benefits would
be considered This policy would place greater emphasis on increasing the long-term net economic bendits
from thecommercial groundfish fisheries. It seeks to include socioeconomic benefitswithout incressng TAC
(e.g, gt mare valueformwhat is currently harvested). Alternative 6.2 isa narr ower policy that emphasizes
short-teem economic bendits. As with Alternatives 2 through 5, Alternative 6 shares the following four
overarching godls.

1. Providesound conservation of living marine resaurces.
2. Providesocially and economically viablefisheries.

3. Allow no human-causal threats to protected species.
4. Maintaina healthy living marine resource habitat.

Alternative 6.1: In accomplishing these broad goals, 13 palicy objectives will be considered when making
decisions. Those objectives being used to illustrate greater emphasis in Subalter native 6.1 are in bold:

1. Increase the long-termnet economic benefits from the commer cid groundfish fisheries tothose
who harvest and process groundfish, to the associated fishing communities, and to those who
consume groundfish seafood produds.

2. Prevent preemption of one sector or fishing community by another.

3. Maintain or increaselevelsof protectionfor protected species, tar get species, non-target species,
and their habitat.

4. Reducefishing conflicts that involve protected species and seabirds.
5. Protect, consave, and restare living marine resource habitat.
6. Conformto the National Standards and the Council’s Comprenensive Gaels.

7. Fully integrate procedures of the MMPA, ESA, FWCA, and FPA into the Magnuson-Stevens Act
decision-making process.

8. Promae a gable planning environment for the seaf ood industry by keeping regulations stable when
possible.
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9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

Promoteeffident useof theresources but not solely for economic purposes.

Minimize discards by devel gping management measures that encourage the use of gear and fishing
techniques that minimizediscards.

Establishminimum stock sizethresholdsfor | managed groundfish stocks based onthe best scientific
information avai labl e.

Maintain a margin of safety in recommending acceptable biological catches when the information
concerning theresource is questionable and adbtain additional bidogical and socioeconomic datain
such ingances.

Use the precautionary approach when meking decisions.

Alternative6.2: The narrower aternative policy would place greater emphasis on the objective of increasing
the short-ter m net economic benefitsfrom the commercial groundfish fisheiesto thosewho harvest and process
groundfish, to the associated fishing communities, andto those who corsumegroundfish seafood products by
alowing a substantially more aggressive harvest strategy. We recognize that actions taken to meet the
narrower policy objective may be counterproductive with respect to meeting the broader policy objective.

In accomplishing this narrower policy emphasis, 13 policy objectives will be considered when making
decisions. Those objectives being given geater emphasis in shaping policy decisions are in bold:

1.

2.

0.

Maximize harvest of groundfish stocks while preventing overfishing (primary objective).

Prevent overfishing and rebuild depressed groundfish stocks important to commercial,
recr eational, and subsistence fisheries.

Maintain or increase levels of protectionfor protected species, tar get species, non-target species,
and their habitat.

Reducefishing conflicts that involve protected species and seabirds.
Protect, consave, and restare living marine resource habitat.

Conformto the National Standards and the Council’ s Comprehensive Gaels.

. Fully integrate procedures of the MMPA, ESA, FWCA, and FPA into the Maghuson-Stevens Act

decision-making process.

Promae a stable planning environment for the seaf ood industry by keeping regulations stable when
possible.

Promote effident useof theresources but not solely for economic purposes.

10. Minimizediscards by developing management measuresthat encourage the use of gear and fishing

techniques that minimizediscards.

11. Establishminimum stock sizethresholdsf or all managed groundfish stocks based on the best scientific

information availabl e.
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12. Maintain a margin of safety in recommending acceptable biologica catches when the information
concerning theresaurce is questionable and obtain additional biological and socioeconomic data in

such ingances.

13. Use the precautionary approach when making decisions.
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2.5 Agency’s Preferred Alternative

The National Marine Fisheries Servicewill determineits preferred a ternative &f ter it receives commentsfrom
the public on the programmatic altenatives.
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2.6 Programmatic Alter natives Consider ed But Not Carried Forward

The Nationd M ari ne Fisheries Service (NMFS) considered one programmatic pdicy alternative—the “No
Fishing’ alternative—then eliminated it for further analysis.

2.6.1 The No Fishing Policy
Humans have utilized fish resources from waters off North America for thousands of years. Such traditiorel
use of fishas afoad source and for commerce was recognized as a common practice during formation of the

republic. Citizens of the United States have sincecontinued to harvest fishery resources fromwaters df its
coasts for more than 220 years.

A no fishing policy wouldend al commercial groundfish fishing in the Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) dff
Alaska. Adoption of such a policy would be inconsistent with the purposes o the Magnuson-Stevens Act,
which states “to promote domestic commercial and recreational fishing under sound conservation and
management prirciples. . .” Briefly sunmarized, the Act' s ten National Standards reguire that the North
Pacific Fishery Managament Council (the Cauncil) and its fishery management plars (FMPs)

1. will not allow overfishing, and will manage for optimum yidld;

2. will use the best available scientific information;

3. will manage astock throughout its range;

4.  will not dscriminateamong residents of dffeent states;

5. will promoteeffident utilization of fishery resources;

6. will beflexible

7. will manage in a cost-éfective manne;

8.  will take into account the importance of fishery resour ces to fishing communities and to the
extent practicable, minimize adverse econonic impacts on such communities;

9.  will minimize bycatch and bycatch mortality to the extent practicable;
10. will pronmote safety of humanlifeat sea.

Inother words, theM agnuson-Stevens Fishery ConsavationM anagemert Act (M agnuson-Stevens Ad) directs
the Council and NMFS to authorize fishaies—no matte how largeor small—as long as they aremanaged to
be corsistent with these ten National Standards.

When the Courrcil first prepared its Gulf of Alaska (GOA) and Beaing Sea and Aleutian Islands (BSAI)
Groundfish FMPs, it considered a no fishing policy. Inits analysisof this alternative the Council found that
adopting this policy would result in economic ruin of the fishing industry and place great hardship on fishing
communities economically and socialy dependert upon theBSAI and GOA grourdfishresources. Thispolicy
wasbelieved by the Council to beinviolation of the Magnuson-Stevens Act in that it would prevent the United
States from explating groundfish of the BSAI and GOA in its metiona interest (NPFMC 1981).
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NMFS subsequently reviewed and prepared a detailed analysis of the effects of ano fishing policy initsFinal
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) (NMFS 1998i). Such a policy wauld reduce EEZ
fishing mortality to zeo for all target groundfish and non-target spedes, resulting in no commercial catch
except for harvestswithin the State of Alaska’ sjurisdiction and beyond 200 miles. The primary impact of this
action wouldbeto eliminate the impact of fishing on stock trends andconditions. For example, apdlock tatal
alowable catch (TAC) of zero would eliminate the directed fishery for pollock and eliminate the risk of
overfishing and localized stock depleion (provided harvests within Alaska waters remainlow). A zeroTAC
for pollock and other directed fisheries would diminate any bycatchof pollock caught in this fishey. A zero
TAC of pollock and othe groundfish would impact the amounts of groundfish available to the ecosystem.
More commercial-sized fish would be available as prey and predators in the ecosystem. Additionally, zero
TACs onthepredators of pollock would increase the predation on pollock and aher forage fish.

A no fishing policy could have positive benefits for the western stock of Steller sealions if it diminates
fisheries harvest from alist of factors causing or contributing to Steller sea lion population decline. Direct
takes from federally managed groundfish fisherieswould be zero. Benthic communitieswould eventually move
toward a prefished condition.

However, closing the fisherieswould likely result in alterations to existing predator—prey relationships, which
over time couldinfluencethe population dynamics of aparticular resource. Fish stocks could decline below
current levels. A no fishing policy would also eliminate thousands of jobs in the groundfish harvesting,
processing, and support sectors. 1t would idle over $1 billion of harvesting and processing capital, decrease
the income of groundfish fishermen and processing plant employees by severa hundred million dollars, and
decreasethevalued U.S. seafoad exports by morethan $500 million. Few gpportunities appear to offset these
losses to the fishing industry, the communities from which they are based, and the ration In short,
imp ementation of such a pdicy woud have widespread effectsto the human environrment.

NMFS concluded that such a policy was not the reasonable choice among the aternatives considered in its
1998 SEIS. Two years later, the agency still holds that view. A goa of NMFS is to provide sound
conservation of living marine resour ces, while also providing socially and economically sustainablefisheries.
A no fishing policy runs counter tothislong-term goal. Therefore, this policy aternative wasrejected for full
analysis in this draft programmatic SEIS. (However, to better understand the general effects and trends of a
no fishing pdicy, we direct the reader’ s attention to Chapter 4, Alternative 2.2, which illustrates the gereral
suiteof actions that would significantly reduce TACsfrom currentlevelstoapoint at which, arguably, some
commercial fisheries woud end.)
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2.7 The Federal Action: Alaska Gr oundfish Fisheriesand Their Management
2.7.1 A History of Fisheries Prior to the Fishery Conservation and Management Act

The human exploitation of marinefish, king crab, and whaes for food and profit existed longbeforeCongress
passed the Magnuson-Stevens Act in 1976, and thetwo groundfishfishery management plans (FM Ps) were
developed by the North Pacific Fishery Management Council (the Council) and implemented by the Secretary
of Commerce. Neither the Magnuson-Stevens Act nor thetwo groundfish FMPs causethegroundfishfisheries
tooccur. Aslong as marinefishery resources havevd uefor human sustenance, fishermen will harvest them,

and indtitutions like the Council and NMFS will seek to govern this activity to ensure long-term conservation
and socioeconomic bendits. The following provides a brief historical summary o fishaies (groundfish
fisheries, in particular) in the easter n Bering Sea and Gulf of Alaska (GOA) and of their governance prior to
enactment of the Magnuson-Stevens Act, creation of the Council, and the Council’ s development of the GOA
and Bering Seaand Aleutian Island (BSAI) Groundfish FMPs. (For information on the history, magnitude,

and impacts of commercial whaling to the BSAI and GOA ecosystem, refer to National Research Council

[1996]).

2.7.1.1 TheEarliest Fisheries

Aboriginal use of fish for food and trade existed before the first Asian and European explore's and exploiters
arived off the shores of Alaska. These native subsistence fisheries have traditionally focused on nearshore
speci essuch assamon, herring, shellfish (molluscanand crustacean) , and a few demesal or groundishspecies
such ascod, halibut, and rodkfish. These subsistencefisheaies acoount for small amounts of fish rdativeto
the commercid fisheries, and they continue in the present time.

Compared to the Atlantic cod resources on the Grand Banks off Newfoundland, Canada, which attracted
European fishermen long before Columbus arrived in the Americas in 1492, the Pecific cod resour ces in the
Bering Sea and GOA remained unknown to Europeans until the late eighteenth century (Jensen 1972, Cobb
1906). The first reported commercial groundfish fishery beganin 1864, at theheght of theU.S. Civil War,
when the American fishing vessel Alert caught nine tons of cod in Bristol Bay (Cobb 1927). Three years
earlier, in 1867, the U.S. purchase of Alaskafrom Russiawashailed asaboon to Ameican fishermen because
it allowvedthem tofishfor cad without interference from the Rusdans. Free accesstofisheriesmay have been
acompelling factor inthe Alaskapurchase. The New York Times of April 1, 1867, reported “that a mamorial
from the Territorial legislature of Washington Territory dated January, 1866, asking the President to obtain
certain rights for the fishermen, was the foundation of the present treaty” (Jensen 1972). That same year,
another cod fishing expedition was made to the GOA, but regular annual fishery for Pacific cod did not
commence off Alaskauntil 1882. Thisfishery continueduntil 1950, when demand for Pacific cad declined to
the point thet its diminished economic value caused it to cease (BSAI groundfish FMP Section 5.2.1.1,
published November 19, 1979, 44 FR 66376). A fishery far sablefish (black cad) began about 1906, but was
relatively unimportant until about 1935 (GOA groundfish FMP Section 3.2.1.2, published April 21, 1978, 43
FR 17253).

Non-graundfishmarine resources were more Sgnificant intheeconomic devd opment of Alaska. The earliest
Russian explarers sought fur, not fish. Consequently, from the arrival of Vitus Bering in 1741, until the late
1800s when fisheries for Pacific sal mon, Pacific cod, and other species began, fur seals, otters, and ather fur-
bearing animals were the focus of exploitation. The first small-scale fishing enterprise began in 1785 at the
Karluk River on Kodiak |1sland to provide dried salmon to the Russian fur traders. In the early 1800s the
Russian American Company shipped small quantities of salted salmon to St. Petersburg, Russia.
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However, the commercia potential

of the abundant Alaska samon
resource was rot redlized until the .
1860s, when a technique for large .
scde canning of samon was g3
developed. Thefirg salmon cannay £
on the Pacific Coast opened in ££!
Cdifornia in 1864, and samon |ET¥ =
cannerieswerebuiltin Alaskafor the 2= = = i

first time in 1878 (Cooley 1963). =
Another early commercial fishery ’\gt\§

<
i

wasfor Pacific halibut, which began - @&&»\ﬁ\:\\
in 1888, when the saling vessdl — Si== \E‘\ S

Oscar and Hattie landed 50,000
pounds of haibut in Tacoma,
Washington (IPHC 1988). Although cod fishermen reported that halibut were present in the Bering Sea.and
GOA in the 1800s, the fishery didnot spread thereuntil after World War 1. Market demand for halibut grew
as technology developed to ice and preserve halibut long enough to make it to markers in the East and
Midwest. Increased demand inspired fishermen to explorefor larger halibut resources farther north. The
halibut fishery began in southeast Alaska, off the south end of Baranof 1slandin 1911 (Browning 1980).

Halibut sailboat

2.7.1.2 Early Fisheries Management

In Alaska, fisheries management was virtually nonexistent during the 200 years between 1741 and 1941.
Although the Tlingitsin southeast Alaskahad a complex system of owning fishing rights (Rogers 1960), until
the late 1900s, non-natives in Alaska steadfastly resisted the owvnership concept of fisheries managemert;
preferring the common-pool approach in which fishery resources belong to all citizens. Regardless of the
management system, some fam o government intervertion is required to ensure conservation of fishery
resources and equitabledistribution o ther benefits. This became obvious almost immediately after Alaska
waspurchasad fromRussia. Thefollowing year, in 1868, the U.S. Treasury Departmert beganto serd agents
to Alaska to pratect fur seals and administer a leaseto the Alaska Commercial Co. to harvest sealsin the
Pribilof Idands. As the Alaska salmon industry developed, government agents also collected taxes on
processed salmon products (Fredin 1987).

In 1870, the federal government became more directly involved in fishay consavation when Congress
authorized fundstoinvestigate fisheries off New England, which beganto declinein 1863. In1871, Congress
created the first federal fisheries agency, the U.S. Commission of Fish and Fisheries and appointed Spencer
F. Baird thefirst commissioner. The cammissioner’s primary duty wasto deermine wheher and to what
extent marine food fishes (i.e, commercial species) had declined in abundance, and to report to Congress
necessary remedal measures (Bowven 1970). Although neither fishery regulation ror fish prapagation were
in the Commission’s charter, it recommended that state governments do the former, while the Commission
conduct thelatte. The fish aulturework was direded primarily at northeagern marine and Great L akes
fisheries. In 1903, the Fish Commission became the Bureau of Fisheries of the Department of Commerce and
Labor; among other duties it was given the responsibility to carry out the U.S. Treasury’s fishery work in
Alaka (Fredin 1987). Ten years later, in 1913, the department was split into separate Departments of
Commerce and Labor, and the Bureau of Fisheries was lodged in the Department of Commerce.
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Although little of the early fish commission’s work
concerned Alaska, shortly after Theodore Roosevelt
became President, he ordered it to investigate the
Alaska salmon fishery and recommend lavs and
regulations. David Starr Jordan was appointed to
conduct the study, which, in 1904, called attention to
the inadeguacy of existing conservation measures.
Pink salmon Although limiting the number of canreries was
mentioned as desirable, more emphasis was given to
the need for government hatcheries “to mairtain the supply of fish . .. without curtailing production” because
restrictive regulations would be unpopular with the cannery owners and difficult to erforce (Cooley 1963).
Although concern over the conservation of salmon cortinuedto be rai sed throughout theearly 1900s, Congress
expressy denied the Alaskaterritorial government authority to regul atefisheries, arguably dueto the pditical
influence in Washington, D.C., of cannery owners who resided outside of Alaska in states with eected
congressi oral representatives. 101922, President War ren Har ding, by executive or der, established two “fishery
reserves’ in which the Secretary of Commer ce was authorized to issue alimited number of cannery pernits.
Soon &fter, however, Congress passed “ An Act for the Protection of the Fisheriesdf Alaska’ (theWhite Ad),
which was signed by President Calvin Coolidge in 1924. As a compromise law, the White Act obviated the
“reservation” system, but it also declared congressiond intent that not less than 50 percent of the salmon
should be allowed to escapethefishery, andgave the Secretary of Commer ce broad power storegulat efisheries
in Alaska' s territorial wate's (Codey 1963). Although salmon fisheries weare the facus o thefew fishery
managamert regulations that existed during theearly 1900s, two provisionsthat goplied to groundfish were
a prohibition against wanton wade, and any person engaged in catching or processng fish products was
required to submit an annual report to the Department of Commerce and Labor (Fredin 1987). This early
higory of the Alaska salmon industry is important, because the salmon canneries evolved into the later-day
groundfish processors.

Except for Pacific cod, and to alesser extent sablefish, groundfish general ly wereignored for tar geted fisheries
in the late 1800s and early 1900s. M arket demand and the ability to trangport fish products to market from
remate locations in Alaska at reasonable cost determined whether a specific fishery would develop; not the
abundance or availability of a
particuar species to fishermen.
Hence, most groundfish, except
for cod and haibut, were
considered trash fish, with no
vaue, and discarded or used for
bait. For example, pdlock was
consder ed excellent bait for cod.
The abundance of groundfish off
Alaska and relatively low levels
of exploitation during thisperiod
led fishermen and biologids to
believe that this resource was
inexhaustible (Fredin 1987).

Compared to current fisheries,
the early groundfish fisheries
were smdl in scale and used
hook-and-line gear either as handines or setlines (long, anchored lines with hooks attached at intervals).
Stationary gill net gear was introduced in the New England cod fisheriesin 1878, by fisheries Commissioner

Midwater or pelagic trawl
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Spencer F. Baird, and beam trawls towed by sailing vessels appeared in the 1890s, but the extent of their use
inthe Alaska cad fisheries is unknown. Withthe baginring o thetwertieth century came the introduction of

steam power tofishingvessels Thispower sourcealloved the vessds topull larger and moreefficient otter

trawls, which relied on otter boar ds or door s to open the mauth of a trawl instead of a beam (Jensen 1972).
Beamtrawl gear in thePacific Narthwest was first used in 1884, on a sail-powered fishing vessel, and a trade
magazine in 1903 reported that an unnamed vessal was experimenting with an otter trawl inthe halibut fishery
inBritish Cdumbia. Overthenext 40years, traw| or dragfisheries became wdl-established in theNorthwest,
and presumably in Alaska, as collateral technol ogies wae devdoped (Browning 1980).

Theincreased catching power of trawl gear, coupled with the advent of power ed refrigeration and gear- handling
equipment, electronic navigation, and other technologies, first posed a threat to thetraditional Alaskafisheries
for Pacific sdmon, Pacific cod, sable€ish, and halibut, but eventually opened fisteries for lower-valued
groundfish species, such asflatfish and pollock, because the trawl gear alowed harvesting of larger volumes
of fish. Thisisreflected inthe early reguations. Thefirst mention of trawling in Alaskafisheriesregulations
was in 1930: “The use of any trawl in commercia fishing operations is prohibited, provided that this
prohibition shal not gpply to fishing operations conducted solely for the purpose of taking shrimp” (Fredin
1987). This prohibition remai ned in effect until 1935, when it wasrelaxed to allowtrawl gear to takeflounder,
provi ded the flounder fishing with trawl gear did not result in the capture, injury, or destruction of other food
fish. The trawl prohibition was further liberalized in 1939, to alow fishing for king crabs west of 150° W,
outside Cook Inet. Eventually, in 1942, trawlswere permitted in commercial fishing for all species except
salmon, haring, and Dungeness crab (Fredin 1987).

Meanwhile, management of thePacific halibut fishery took onan early international aspect. Asfishermenfrom
Canada and the United States conducted this fishery from northern Califor nia through Alaska shortly before
World War 1, fishery officia s, fishermen, and dealers from both countries began to express cancern about
increasing amountsof gear and deareasing catch per unit of gear. Around 1913, Canadian andU.S. officials
began to discuss the possibility of an international resear ch and management agency. World War | dowed this
work, but on March 2, 1923, the two nations finally ratified a halibut conservation treaty (Browning 1980).
It established a four-person I nternational Fisheries Commission, granting it limited regulatory powers and a
prindpal charge to conduct research. The new Commission imposed an amnual closure of the fishery from
November 16 to February 15 to protect spawning halibut (Browning 1980). The treaty was renegotiated in
1930 and 1937 to enhancethe Commission’ sregulatory power, and in 1953atr eaty revision changedthe name
to the Intanational Pacific Halibut Conmission (IPHC).

2.7.1.3 Development of Alaska Groundfish Fisheries After World War 11

World War Il marked amagjor turning point in the character of fisheries off Alaska. While the prewar period
can be characterized by a fisheries development trend from relatively small-scale fisheries to organized
commercial exploitation, the postwar period by comparisonwasavirtua revolutionintheexpansion of distant
water fisheriesand largeindustrial-scaleopeaations. In the brief three decades fromtheend of Warld War 11
until the advent of Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) management under the Magnuson-Stevens Act, theharvest
of al fisheriesin theNorth Pacific (the area north of 30°N from AsiatoNorth Ameica, including the BSAI)
increased from 8 million mt to 20 million mt. T he greatest increases during this period came from catches of
groundfish and crabs in the BSAI and GOA: groundfish catches grew from relatively indgnificant levels to
exceed 2 million mt pe year in theearly 1970s (Miles & al. 1982).

These changes resulted from technological developments (some of which, like radar, came about during the
war) and changes in marketing and some nations' fishery policies. Advancesin science and technology in
developed nations sowed the seeds of corflict for exploiting living marine resources and challenged the
traditional international convention of freedom of the high seas generally accepted since the late eighteenth
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century. The freedom d the seas convention was based on threerelated assumptiors: (1) that waters of the
high seas were not susceptible to effective occupation, (2) that the resour ces of the seas were inex haustible,
and (3) that any specific use of theseaswoud not impair or impose costson ahe uses (Koers 1973). Everts
immediately preceding and duringWorld War 11 demonstrated the fallacy of theseassumptions. For example,
Bracken (1983) provides evidance of a 55 percent decline inthe catch per unit effort of sablefish and adecline
in average waght from8 pounds to 6.5 pounds off Alaskabetween 1937 and 1944. By the mid-1900s, these
and other experiences from fisheries indicated the frailty of the second assumption, and the war itself
demondirated the relative utility of thefirst and thirdassumptiors. To preemptively obviatetheclaimsof other
nations in the high seas adjacent to U.S. coasts, the Truman Proclamation of 1945 asserted the nation’ sright
toadopt conservationmeasuresinthese areas and torequire fore gn nationsto complywith them (Koa's 1973).
This unilateral claim was not effectively exercised with regard to fisheries resources until the Magnuson-
Stevens Act was implemented beginning in 1977. Following isa brief description of the growth of distant
water fisheries fromthepredominate nationsinvdved intheBSAI and GOA groundfishfisheries before 1977.

Japan

Although World War 1l severely decimated the fishing fleets of several nations, Japan and the Soviet Union
undertook major rebuilding efforts as a means of stimulating their economies, and to provide a protein source
for thar people Most o thelarger Japanese fishing vessels were destroyed by theU.S. Navy during thewar.
Smdl er vessels inthe coadal fled wereinadequate for supplying sufficient foad immediately after thewar.
Moreove, the Allied occupation of Japan sevaely limitad expansion of Japanese fisheries. When these
restrictions were liberalized in 1952, Japanese fisheries expand ons to the north and west soon ex perienced
conflict withK orean, Sovid, and Chinese fisheries. This resulted ina decisionto relocatefisheries expansion
from theseareas to the North American caast, the BSAI in particular (Miles et al. 1982).

Japanesedistant wat er fisheries werenot rew, however, and not nev totheBSAI. Thefirst expansion beyond

Japanese coastal waters wasto Sakhalin Idand for salmoninthelate1700s Later, as aresult of Canmodare
Matthew Perry’s successin 1854 to corcludean agreement with Japan toopenits portsto American whaling
vessds, asimilar treaty between Japan and the Czar of Russia alowed joint occupation of Sakhalin Idand,

which lead to significant expansion o the Japanese salmonfishery along the Russian coast. In 1875, Japan
gained access to the Kuril Islands in exchange for renouncing its rights to Sakhain. Thirty years later, the
1905 Treaty of Portsmouth retur ned Sakhain to Japan and provided a basis for further extension of Japanese
fisheriesin the Seaof Okhostk and the wester n Bering Sea. Japan’ s ability to catch and processfish from this
northern areaincr eased fivefold during the decade | eading t o the Russian Revolution but subsequent skirmishes
withthe Sovi ets caused Japanese fishermen to develop other distant water fisheriesinthe Yelow Seaand East
China Sea during the 1920s. With this experience Japanese fishermen initi ated groundfish and crab trawl

fisheriesinthe eastern Bering Seain 1930. T heseearly eastern Bering Seafisheries primarily targeted pollock
and flounders, but also halibut and king crab (Miles & al. 1982).

In 1929, Japanese exploratory fishing for crab and groundfish inthe BSAI ledto aking crab fishey in 1930,
and a groundfish med and ail fishery in 1933, making these two fisheries the origina foreign distant water
fisheries off Alaska. Pollock wasthe princi pa species tar geted for the reduction fishey. In 1940, Japanese
trawlersbegan fishing far groundfish in theeastern Bering Sea tosupply a frozen food-fish mar ket (Chitwood
1969). Thesefisherieslikely woud have continued annually but for two events: the hostilitiesof Warld War
I1, and establishment 30 years later of the EEZ unde the Magnuson-Stevens Ad, which gave U.S. fisheries
preferential access to the BSAI and GOA fishay resources. The primary technologicd achievement that
dlowed for early Japanese success was the use of mothership fleets, in which trawler s delivered catchesto a
factary ship and surimi processing technology (FAJ 1976). This pemitted use of the abundant pollock
resource that was lar gely ignored by the United States and other countri es due to itslow value.
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After World War I, the Japanese resumed groundfish fishing for freezing in the eastern Bering Sea in 1954,
and resumed pollock fishingfor meal and oil in1958 (Chitwood 1969). Initial groundfish catchesfor freezer
operations consisted primarily of pollock and flatfishspecies, and total catchesranged from11,000 mtin1955,
t0 33,000 mt in 1959. Inthe early 1960s, however, thisfishery shifted to deeper water along the 100-fathom
bathymetric curve and near the Aleutian Islands, and the primary species in the catch shifted to Pacific acean
perch. By 1966, afled of 14 factory trawlers, 2 motherships, and 13 catcher trawl vessels were involvedin
thisfishery. TheJapaneseinitiated atramM fishery for groundfishinthe GOA in 1963 with a small fleet of one
factary trawler, one mothership, and five catche vessels. By 1966, the fleet had increased to 10 factary
trawlersand 13 catcher vessds. Mogt of thefishing inthe GOA wasaong the 100-fathom curve in thewestern
gulf, but Japanese trawlers also appeared off southeastern Alaskafor thefirg timein 1966. The Japanese
catch in the GOA that year was estimated to be 66,000 mt mostly Pacific ocean perch, but aso pollock,
arrowtooth flounder, and sablefish (Chitwoad 1969).

A small Japanese longline fishery aso developed in the late 1950s and early 1960s, primarily focused on
catching sablefish but also catching Pacific cod, Pacific ocean perch, and other rockfish. It began first inthe
eastan Bering Sea butwas extended tothe GOA in 1963. In 1966, the Japanese government limited ertry into
thisfishery to 22 vessels. The total catch of thisfisheay in 1975 was 29,000 mt (FAJ 1976). Alsoin 1963,
after a 10-year ban on Japanese fishing for that species east of 175°W was relaxed, a fleg of 5 Japanese
motherships and 66 londine catcher vessels commenced fishing for Pacific halibut (Chitwood 1969).

The resumption of the Japanese pollock fishery in the BSAI and North Pacific in 1958, however, led to the
largest Japanese groundfish fishearies, by volume: by the early 1970s it peaked at 1.6 million mt (FAJ 1976).
In 1975, six mothership fleetswere producing surimi from acatch of morethan 90 per cent pollock. Each fleet
consisted of one mothership processor and 9 to 30 trawl catcher vessels. A total of 137 catcher vessels
provi ded product to the 6 mothershipsoperatingin 1975 (FAJ 1976). The mothership fleets operated from
mid-April through D ecember dong the continental shdf break stretching from Cape Sarichef inthe eastern
Aleutian Islands to Cape Navarin in Russia Most of this area is within the current U.S. EEZ. Ancther
Japanesefishery focused on pollock was the North Pacific trawl fishery, which corsisted of factary trawlers
that processed their catch into either surimi or frozen product. Like the mothership fleet, the surimi trawler
catch was more than 90 percent pollack, but thefreeze trawler catch included rockfish and flatfish species,
Pacific cod, sablefish, hake, squid, and herring, besides pollock. Compared to the mothership fishery, the
North Pacific trawl fishery was more maneuverabl e, andits range outside of theBering Seaincluded the GOA
and dong the United States west coast off Canada and Washington State. In 1975, thetotal catch of theNorth
Pacific trawl fishery was 513,000 mt; themothership fishery catch was 783,000 mt. Of thetotal 1,296,000-mt
catch from these two fisheries, about 82 percert was pollock (FAJ 1976).

Soviet Union

Like Japan, the Soviet Union undertook amgjor rebuilding effort after losing much of itsfishing fleet in World
War 1. Unlike Japan, however, the Sovig Union had littleprewar experience with d stant wate fisheries. This
fisheries expansioneffort subgantially accelerated in1955. Most Sovietfishingvessel sat that timewere built
in East Gamany and Pdand, which were occupied by the Soviet Army, and snt to the US.S.R. as war
repar ations (Kravanja 1976). T he Soviets adopted existing fi shing technology devel oped in other courtries,
most notably the stern factory tramer (a Britishinvention), which allowed theuse of much large trawl nds
than could be used on traditional side tramers. Thestrategy o deploying flotillasof suchtrawlers that work
together with support vessels, including processor, cargo, and provisioning vessals, was mainly a Soviet
achievement (Pruter 1976). The decision to speed the building of these distant water fishing fleets was made
at the highest levelsinthe government of the U.S.S.R. in 1956, and supported by an investment in the fishing
industry of over 10 hillion rubles between 1956 and 1975. By the end of that period, the Soviet fishing fleet
wasthelargestintheworld, comprising over 5,400 distant water vessels and accounting for at least half of the
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world'stotal gross tonnage of such vessels (Pruter 1976). Thetota U.S.S.R. catch in 1975 (of all aguatic
organisms, including plants, fish, and marine mammals) was 10.3 mt; six times the amount it harvested in
1950, and exceeded only by Japan.

The Soviets began commercial fishing operations off Alaska in the eastern Bering Seaiin 1959 and expanded
into the GOA in 1962. By late 1963, as many as 100 fishing and suppart vessels from the U.S.S.R. were
operating off Alaskaat any given time year-round (Chitwood 1969). No catch statistics were provided until
1964, however, when the U.S.S.R. began to provide these data to the Food and Agricultural Organization
(FAO) of theUnited Nations. Ohtaining accuratefishing mortality data was a general problem of theforeign
distant water fisheries off Alaska. The cumulative catch of bottomfish by all nations during the period
1954-1974 was estimated to be over 22 million mt, of which Japan accounted for over 15 million mt, 67
percent, the U.S.S.R. nearly 6 millionmt, 25 percent; and the United States abaut 1.5 million mt, 6 percent
(Pruter 1976). Theramainder was accounted for by fisheriesfromother nations, such as South Korea, Poland,
East Germany, West Germany, T aiwan, and Canada. Historical catchesof groundfish and squid taken in the
Bering Sea, Aleutian Islands, and GOA are presented in Tables 2.7-1, 2.7-2, and 2.7-3, respectively. These
catch statistics revea the growth and magnitude of the foreign groundfish harvest off Alaska during thelate
1950s through the early 1970s. Of particular note were the high catches of yellowfin solein the Being Sea,
which peaked in 1962, and high catches of dope rockfish (e.g., Pacific ocean perch) in the GOA during the
period 1963-1968. Both of these stocks were overfished, and while yelowfin sole is believed to have
recovered, theslope rodkfish stocks arestill rebuilding.

Digant Water Fisheriesof Other Nations

The Republic of Karea (South Karea) also lost substantid fi shing capacity during World War 11 but delay ed
in rebuilding it and expanding into distant water fisheries due to the autbreak of the Korean War in 1950.
South Korea did devel op adistant water fishery for pollock off the Soviet Union, however (Mileset a. 1982).
In 1966, a South K orean vessel from the Pusan National Fisheries Collegeconducted exploratory fishing off
Alaska (Chitwood 1969), and vessels fromthat country began a pollock fishery in the eastern Bering Seaiin
1968 (Miles et a. 1982). Neither North Korea nor China devd oped significant d stant wate fisheriesin areas
off Alaska before 1976; however, North Korea conducted some distant water fishing of f the Soviet Union.
Taiwanbegan fishing for sablefish and pollock off Alaskain 1970. Poland, East Germany, and Bulgaria also
were latearrivals in the distant water fisheries off Alaska (Miles et al. 1982).

Whilethe graundfishspecies tar geted by Japan, the Soviet Union, and other foreign fisheriesoff Alaskaduring
this pre-EEZ period were not significant traditional fisheries for Alaska's fishermen, the effect on domestic
fisheieswas fourfdd. First, thelack of adequate catch statistics prevented U.S. scientists from determining
whether these dstart wate fisheries ware causing overfishing of target stocks. Second, the incidental or
bycatch of salmon, halibut, and crab—for which there were traditional Alaska fisheries-in the distant water
fisheries likdy had a significant negative effect on harvests of these species by U.S. fishermen. Third, awide
variety of gear types were used by foreign fleets. Gear incl uded varioudy configured benthic trawls, tangle
nets(essentially large mesh trawls used to capture crabs), hook-and-lorgline gear, and a variety of pots. Such
gear was used with little cancern for its effects on fish habitat or for gear conflicts with American fishermen
and preemption of their fishing grounds. Finally, the development and support of the foreign distant water
fisheries off Alaska, as a matter of governmert policy by the participating nations, amounted to subsidies to
which U.S. fisheemen hadrelatively little ability to respond inkind. T heresult was effective preemption of the
groundfish fisheries by the fareign distant water fisheries until 1977.
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Table 2.7-1 Groundfish and Squid Catches in the Eastern Bering Sea, 1954-1999, Blended Statisticsin Metric T ons

- Pacific . Total

vear | polock | PINC |sabieisn | QOEAY | Other, | e Greeniand |ATow Tooth | OXher |Rock sole® |, A | squia| 0L | Ga

Complex*® pecies)
1954 a a a a a 12,562 a a a a a a a 12,562
1955 a a a a a 14,690 a a a a a a a 14,690
1956 a a a a a 24,697 a a a a a a a 24,697
1957 a a a a 24,145 a a a a a a a 24,145
1958 6,924 171 6 a a 44,153 a a a a a a 147 51,401
1959 32,793 2,864 289 a a| 185,321 a a a a a 380 221,647
1960 a a 1,861 6,100 a| 456,103 36,843 b a a a a a| 500,907
1961 a a 15,627 47,000 a| 553,742 57,348 b a a a a 673,717
1962 a a 25,989 19,900 a| 420,703 58,226 b a a a a 524,818
1963 a a 13,706 24,500 a 85,810 31,565 b| 35,643 a a a 191,224
1964 174,792| 13,408 3,545 25,900 a| 111,177 33,729 b| 30,604 a a a 736| 393,891
1965 230,551 14,719 4,838 16,800 a 53,810 9,747 bl 11,686 a a a 2,218| 344,369
1966 261,678 18,200 9,505 20,200 a| 102,353 13,042 b| 24,864 a a a 2,239| 452,081
1967 550,362 32,064 11,698 19,600 al 162,228 23,869 bl 32,109 a a a 4,378 836,308
1968 702,181 57,902 4,374 31,500 a 84,189 35,232 bl 29,647 a a a|l 22,058/ 967,083
1969 862,789 50,351 16,009 14,500 al 167,134 36,029 b| 34,749 a a al 10,459| 1,192,020
1970 1,256,565 70,094 11,737 9,900 al 133,079 19,691 12,598 64,690 a a a| 15,295| 1,593,649
1971 1,743,763| 43,054 15,106 9,800 a| 160,399 40,464 18,792 92,452 a a a| 13,496| 2,137,326
1972 1,874,534 42,905 12,758 5,700 a 47,856 64,510 13,123 76,813 a a a| 10,893| 2,149,092
1973 1,758,919 53,386 5,957 3,700 a 78,240 55,280 9,217| 43,919 a a a| 55,826| 2,064,444
1974 1,588,390 62,462 4,258 14,000 a 42,235 69,654 21,473 37,357 a a a| 60,263| 1,900,092
1975 1,356,736 51,551 2,766 8,600 a 64,690 64,819 20,832 20,393 a a a| 54,845| 1,645,232
1976 1,177,822| 50,481 2,923 14,900 a 56,221 60,523 17,806 21,746 a a al 26,143| 1,428,565
1977 978,370 33,335 2,718 2,654 311 58,373 27,708 9,454| 14,393 a a| 4,926 35,902| 1,168,144
1978 979,431 42,543 1,192 2,221 2,614| 138,433 37,423 8,358| 21,040 a 831 6,886 61,537 1,302,509
1979 913,881 33,761 1,376 1,723 2,108 99,017 34,998 7,921 19,724 a 1,985 4,286 38,767| 1,159,547
1980 958,279 45,861 2,206 1,097 459 87,391 48,856 13,761 20,406 a 4,955| 4,040 34,633| 1,221,944
1981 973,505 51,996 2,604 1,222 356 97,301 52,921 13,473| 23,428 a 3,027| 4,182 35,651| 1,259,666
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Table 2.7-1 (Cont.) Groundfish and Squid Catchesin the Easter n Bering Sea, 1954-1999, Blended Statisticsin Metric Tons

. Pacific . Total
vear | pollock | POIIC |sabieisn | QUERY | Other, | eowin| Greeniand |ATow Tooth | Other | mock sole® | A | squia| O | Ga
Complex*® pecies)
1982 955,964 55,040 3,184 224 276 95,712 45,805 9,103| 23,809 a 328| 3,838/ 18,200| 1,211,483
1983 982,363 83,212 2,695 221 220 108,385 43,443 10,216 30,454 a 141 3,470 15,465| 1,280,285
1984 1,098,783| 110,944 2,329 1,569 176| 159,526 21,317 7,980| 44,286 a 57| 2,824 8,508| 1,458,299
1985 1,179,759| 132,736 2,348 784 92| 227,107 14,698 7,288| 71,179 a 4] 1,611 11,503| 1,649,109
1986 1,188,449| 130,555 3,518 560 102| 208,597 7,710 6,761| 76,328 a 12 848| 10,471|1,633,911
1987 1,237,597| 144,539 4,178 930 474 181,429 6,533 4,380 50,372 a 12 108 8,569| 1,639,121
1988 1,228,000| 192,726 3,193 1,047 341 223,156 6,064 5,477| 137,418 a 428 414 12,206| 1,810,470
1989 1,230,000| 164,800 1,252 2,017 192| 153,165 4,061 3,024| 63,452 a 3,126 300 4,993| 1,630,382
1990 1,353,000| 162,927 2,329 5,639 384 80,584 7,267 2,773| 22,568 a 480 460 5,698| 1,644,109
1991 1,268,360| 165,444 1,128 4,744 396 94,755 3,704 12,748 30,401 46,681 2,265 544| 16,285 1,647,455
1992 1,384,376| 163,240 558 3,309 675 146,942 1,875 11,080 34,757 51,720 2,610 819| 29,993| 1,831,954
1993 1,301,574| 133,156 669 3,763 190| 105,809 6,330 7,950| 28,812 63,942 201 597 21,413| 1,674,406
1994 1,362,694 174,151 699 1,907 261 144,544 7,211 13,043 29,720 60,276 190 502| 23,430| 1,818,628
1995 1,264,578| 228,496 929 1,210 629 124,746 5,855 8,282| 34,861 54,672 340 364| 20,928( 1,745,890
1996 1,189,296( 209,201 629 2,635 364| 129,509 4,699 13,280 35,390 46,775 780| 1,080| 19,717|1,653,355
1997 1,115,268| 209,475 547 1,060 161| 166,681 6,589 8,580| 42,374 67,249 171] 1,438 20,997| 1,640,590
1998° 1,101,428| 160,681 586 1,134 203| 101,310 8,303 14,985 39,940 33,221 901 891| 23,156( 1,486,739
1999 998,703| 147,281 677 653 141 69,265 5,206 10,628| 34,389 40,505 1,165 392| 18,973 1,327,978
Notes: *Catch statistics not available.
®Arrowtooth flounder included in Greenland turbot catch statistics.
Includes Pacific ocean perch, shortraker, rougheye, northern and sharpchin.
YRock sole prior to 1991 is included in other flatfish catch statistics.
°through December 31, 1998
Through December 31,1999 compiled from NMFS Region website (www.fakr.noaa.gov).
Numbers do not include fish taken for research.
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Table2.7-2 Groundfishand Squid Catches in theAleutian I lands Region, 1962—1999, in Metric Tons

Pacific

Year Pollock Pacific Sablefish Ocean Othe_r Greenland | Yellowfin| Rock Oth_er ,_?:(r)ré)tvr\]/ Atka squid Othgr Totall

Cod Perch Rockfish Turbot Sole Sole Flat fish Flounder Mackerel Species |(All Species)

Complex*®

1962 a a a 200 a a a a a a a a a 200
1963 a a 664 20,800 a 7 a a a b a a a 21,471
1964 a 241 1,541 90,300 a 504 a a a b a a 66 92,652
1965 a 451 1,249 109,100 a 300 a a a b a a 768 111,868
1966 a 154 1,341 85,900 a 63 a a a b a a 131 87,589
1967 a 293 1,652 55,900 a 394 a a a b a a 8,542 66,781
1968 a 289 1,673 44,900 a 213 a a a b a a 8,948 56,023
1969 a 220 1,673 38,800 a 228 a a a b a a 3,088 44,009
1970 a 283 1,248 66,900 a 285 a a a 274 949 a| 10,671 80,610
1971 a| 2,078 2,936 21,800 a 1,750 a a a 581 a a 2,973 32,118
1972 a 435 3,531 33,200 a 12,874 a a a 1,323 5,907 a| 22,447 79,717
1973 a 977 2,902 11,800 a 8,666 a a a 3,705 1,712 a 4,244 34,006
1974 al| 1,379 2,477 22,400 a 8,788 a a a 3,195 1,377 a 9,724 49,340
1975 a| 2,838 1,747 16,600 a 2,970 a a a 784 13,326 a 8,288 46,553
1976 al 4,190 1,659 14,000 a 2,067 a a a 1,370 13,126 a 7,053 43,465
1977 7,625| 3,262 1,897 8,080 3,043 2,453 a a a 2,035 20,975 1,808 16,170 67,348
1978 6,282 3,295 821 5,286 921 4,766 a a a 1,782 23,418| 2,085 12,436 61,092
1979 9,504| 5,593 782 5,487 4,517 6,411 a a a 6,436 21,279 2,252 12,934 75,195
1980 58,156 5,788 274 4,700 420 3,697 a a a 4,603 15,533 2,332 13,028 108,531
1981 55,516 10,462 533 3,622 328 4,400 a a a 3,640 16,661| 1,763 7,274 104,199
1982 57,978 1,526 955 1,014 2,114 6,317 a a a 2,415 19,546| 1,201 5,167 98,233
1983 59,026 9,955 673 280 1,045 4,115 a a a 3,753 11,585 510 3,675 94,617
1984 81,834| 22,216 999 631 56 1,803 a a a 1,472 35,998 343 1,670 147,022
1985 58,730 12,690 1,448 308 99 33 a a a 87 37,856 9 2,050 113,310
1986 46,641 10,332 3,028 286 169 2,154 a a a 142 31,978 20 1,509 96,259
1987 28,720| 13,207 3,834 1,004 147 3,066 a a a 159 30,049 23 1,155 81,364
1988 43,000 5,165 3,415 1,979 278 1,044 a a a 406 21,656 3 437 77,383
1989 156,000 4,118 3,248 2,706 481 4,761 a a a 198 14,868 6 108 186,494
1990 73,000 8,081 2,116 14,650 864 2,353 a a a 1,459 21,725 11 627 124,886
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Table 2.7-2 (Cont.)

Groundfish and Squid Catchesin the Aleutian |1 dands Region, 1962-1999, in Metric Tons

Pacific

vear Pollock Pacific Sablefish Ocean Othe_r Greenland | Yellowfin| Rock Oth_er ?(r)r(;)tvr\]/ Atka Squid Othgr Totall

Cod Perch Rockfish Turbot Sole Sole Flat fish Flounder Mackerel Species |(All Species)

Complex*®
1991 78,104 6,714 2,071 2,545 549 3,174 1,380 n/a 88 938 22,258 30 91 117,942
1992 54,036 42,889 1,546 10,277 3,689 895 4 236 68 900 46,831 61 3,081 164,513
1993 57,184| 34,234 2,078 13,375 495 2,138 0 318 59 1,348 65,805 85 2,540 179,659
1994 58,708| 22,421 1,771 16,959 301 3,168 0 308 55 1,334 69,401 86 1,102 175,614
1995 64,925| 16,534 1,119 14,734 220 2,338 6 356 47 1,001 81,214 95 1,273 183,862
1996 28,933| 31,389 720 20,443 278 1,677 654 371 61 1,330| 103,087 87 1,720 190,750
1997 26,872| 25,166 779 15,687 307 1,077 234 271 39 1,071 65,668 323 1,555 139,049
1998¢ 23,821| 34,964 595 13,729 385 821 5 446 54 694 56,195 25 2,448 134,182
1999°¢ 981| 27,575 621 18,500 658 462 13 580 52 725 55,064 9 1,611 106,851
Notes: *Catch statistics not available.

®Arrowtooth flounder included in Greenland turbot catch statistics.

‘Includes Pacific ocean perch, shortraker, rougheye, northern and sharpchin.
dthrough December 31, 1998
*Through December 31,1999 compiled from NMFS Region website (www.fakr.noaa.gov).

Numbers do not include fish taken for research.
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Table 2.7-3  Groundfish L andings in the Gulf of Alaska, 19561999, in M etric Tons

vear | pollock | P2S1® | s |ATTOWOOMN | sapieqsn | Sope | Petagic shelt| MG o neages| e | Other | Total Al
Rockfish Mackerel
1956 a a a a 1,391 a a a a a a 1,391
1957 a a a a 2,759 a a a a a a 2,759
1958 a a a a 797 a a a a a a 797
1959 a a a a 1,101 a a a a a a 1,101
1960 a a a a 2,142 a a a a a a 2,142
1961 a a a a 897 16,000 a a a a a 16,897
1962 a a a a 731 65,000 a a a a a 65,731
1963 a a a a 2,809 136,300 a a a a a 139,109
1964 1,126 196 1,028 a 2,457 243,385 a a a a a 248,192
1965 2,749 599 4,727 a 3,458 348,598 a a a a a 360,131
1966 8,932 1,376 4,937 a| 5,178 200,749 a| a| a| a| a| 221,172
1967 6,276 2,225 4,552 a 6,143 120,010 a a a a a 139,206
1968 6,164 1,046 3,393 a 15,049 100,170 a a a a a 125,822
1969 17,553 1,335 2,630 a 19,376 72,439 a a a a a 113,333
1970 9,343 1,805 3,772 a 25,145 44,918 a a a a a 84,983
1971 9,458 523 2,370 a 25,630 77,777 a a a a a 115,758
1972 34,081 3,513 8,954 a 37,502 74,718 a a a a a 158,768
1973 36,836 5,963 20,013 a 28,693 52,973 a a a a a 144,478
1974 61,880 5,182 9,766 a 28,335 47,980 a a a a a 153,143
1975 59,512| 6,745 5,632 a 26,095 44,131 a a a a a 142,015
1976 86,527 6,764 6,089 a 27,733 46,968 a a a a a 174,081
1977 112,089 2,267| 16,722 a 17,140 23,453 a a 0 19,455 4,642 195,768
1978 90,822 12,190 15,198 a 8,866 8,176 a a 0 19,588 5,990 160,830
1979 98,508 14,904 13,928 a 10,350 9,921 a a 0 10,949 4,115 162,675
1980 110,100| 35,345 15,846 a 8,543 12,471 a a 1,351 13,166 5,604 202,426
1981 139,168 36,131 14,864 a 9,917 12,184 a a 1,340 18,727 7,145 239,476
1982 168,693| 29,465 9,278 a 8,556 7,991 a 120 788 6,760 2,350 234,001
1983 215,567 36,540, 12,662 a 9,002 7,405 a 176 730 12,260 2,646 296,988
1984 307,400, 23,896 6,914 a 10,230 4,452 a 563 207 1,153 1,844 356,659
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Table2.7-3 (Cont.) Groundfish Landingsin theGulf of Alaska, 1956-1999, in Metric Tons

vear | poltock PSS | pauisn |ATTOWOON | sapieqan | Slope | Petagic shelt| MG o neges| e | Other | Total Al
Rockfish Mackerel
1985 284,823 14,428 3,078 a 12,479 1,087 a 489 81 1,848 2,343 320,656
1986 93,567 25,012 2,551 a 21,614 2,981 a 491 862 4 401 147,483
1987 69,536 32,939 9,925 a 26,325 4,981 a 778 1,965 1 253 146,703
1988 65,625 33,802 10,275 a 29,903 13,779 1,086 508 2,786 - 647 158,411
1989 78,220 43,293 11,111 a 29,842 19,002 1,739 431 3,055 - 1,560 188,253
1990 90,490 72,517 15,411 a 25,701 21,114 1,647 360 1,646 1,416 6,289 236,591
1991 107,500| 76,997| 20,068 a 19,580 13,994 2,342 323 2,018 3,258 1,577 247,657
1992 93,904 80,100 28,009 a 20,451 16,910 3,440 511 2,020 13,834 2,515 261,694
1993 108,591| 55,994| 37,853 a 22,671 14,240 3,193 558 1,369 5,146 6,867 256,482
1994 110,891| 47,985| 29,958 a 21,338 11,266 2,990 540 1,320 3,538 2,752 232,578
1995 73,248 69,053 32,273 18,631 15,023 2,891 219 1,113 701 3,433 216,585
1996 50,206 67,966 19,838 22,183 15,826 14,288 2,302 401 1,100 1,580 4,302 199,992
1997 89,892 68,474 17,179 16,319 14,129 15,304 2,629 406 1,240 331 5,409 230,448
1998’ 123,751| 62,101] 11,263 12,974 12,758 14,402 3,111 552 1,136 317 3,748 246,113
1999* 93,442 68,606 8,822 16,207 12,227 17,970 4,659 297 1,283 262 3,859 227,634
Notes: “Catch statistics not avail able.

Catch defined as follows: (1) 1961-1978, Pacific ocean perch (S. alutus) only; (2) 1979-1987, the five species of the Pacific ocean perch complex; 1988-1990,
the 18 species of the slope rockfish assemblage; 1991-1995, the 20 species of the slope rockfish assem blage.
°Catch from Southeast Outside District.
“Thornyheads were included in the other species category, and are foreign catches only.
¢After numerous changes, the other species category was stabilized in 1981 to include sharks, skates, sculpins, eulachon, capelin (and other smelts in the
family Osmeridae) and octopus. Atka mackerel and squid were added in 1989. Catch of Atka mackerel is reported separately for 1990-1992; thereafter Atka
mackerel was assigned a separate target species.
'Atka mackerel was added to the Other Species category in 1988.
9PSR includes light dusky rockfish, black rockfish, yellowtail rockfish, widow rockfish, dark dusky rockfish, and blue rockfish.
"Does not include at-sea discards.
iCatch data reported through November 6, 1999.
IIncludes all species except arrowtooth flounder.
kCatch data reported through December 31, 1999.

For 1999 Other Species includes sculpin, shark, skate, squid, and octopus.
Eulachon and capelin are forage fish
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2.7.1.4 Post-World War Il Fisheries Management Regimes

About three decades tr anspir ed between the end of World War |1 and the advent of U.S. extended jurisdiction
over fisheries management under what is now known as the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act. During this time, the complexity of the fishery management regimef or groundfish fisheries
grew in rough proportion to the inpact of those fisheries on groundfish and rd ated stocks. In theearly years
of this period, befare 1959, federal regulations focusad on restricting trawl fishing gear. In 1948, minmum
meshsizeswer e set (5 inchesinthe bag; 6 inches in thewings), chain“ticklers” wereprohibited, traming was
prohi bited in areas of small halibut (areas closed to halibut fishing by the|PHC), and logs of fishing operations
weerequired. In 1945 and 1946, in responseto the decline of sablefish off southeastern Alaska (Section
2.7.1.3), fishing for that species was prohibited beforeMarch 15 and after November 30. In 1947, that open
season was further restricted to between May 1 and Novembe 30 (Fredin 1987).

Until 1959, al regulations affecting thegroundfishfishery off Alaska werefederal and were implemented by
the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries. WithAlaska' s achievementof statehood in 1959, stateregul ations began
to be applied inside the 3-mile-wide territorial sea. These regulations primarily implemented licensing and
reporting requirements, but they also limited thetype of gear that could be used at certain timesand in certain
areas. For example, purse seines and pot gear were excluded in certain areas of the GOA at spedfiedtimes.
Off southeastea'n Alaska, a catch quota was established for sablefish in certain districts and time periods
(NMFS 1976). Some consavation and management measures were implemented independently by Japan,
however. In 1959 Japan closed an area off the north side of the Aleutian Peninaula to traming by its
groundfish vesselstoprevent gear conflict withitscrab fishery inthat area (Fredin 1987). Although thisaction
was taken to reduceinterna conflicts, it may have had sdutary effects on fish habitat. Japan also instituted
an early limited access system, primerily to avoid canflictsamongits many mothership and trawler fleets, but
in 1963, it limited the number of licenses issued to vessds and restricted their area of operation to ease
Canadian and U.S. concerns about theimpact of Japanesetraw fisheries on halibut resources. By 1967, Japan
had designated the areas of operation and limited the numbers of licensed vessels in all of its graundfish
fisheries in the BSAl and GOA (Fredn 1987).

Other than the limited regulationsimposed by the State of Alaska, however, the United Stateshad virtualy no
authority to imposerestrictions beyond itsterritorial sea. Notwithstanding theTruman Proclamation of 1945,
the United Stat esdid not extend itsjurisdiction over fisheriesbeyond its 3-mile-wide territorial [imit until 1966,
when enactment of Public Law 89-658 extended the exclusive jurisdiction of the United States over fisheries
from 3 miles to 12 miles offshore (Miles et al. 1982). Although the establishment of the 9-mile fishery
contiguous zone (CFZ) under thislaw was a harbinger of the ultimat e fisheries jurisdiction claim of 200 miles
ten yearslater, it wasrelatively ineffectivein controlling the growth of fordgn fishing capacity andgroundfish
harveds off the coast of Alaska. For these purposes, the United States relied primarily on multilateral and
bilateral international agreemerts.

Multilateral Agreements

The United States became party to several multilateral agreements during the 1950s, but only one, the
International North Pacific Fisheries Commission (INPFC) had any effect on the groundfish fisheries of the
Bering Sea and GOA (Koers 1973, Mileset al. 1982). The INPFC involved Canada, Japan, and the United
States in an agreement primarily to abstain from fishing on certain stocks of fish. Initialy, administering the
“abstention provisions’ was the INPFC's most important function (Koers 1973). Under these provisions,
Japan agreed to abstain from fishing for salmon, herring, and halibut of American arigin a found off the coast
of North America, and Canada agreed to abstain from fishing for salmon originating in U.S. rivers. The
INPFC was responsible for determining whether these stocks continued to qualify for abstention and whet her
new stocks met criteria for abstention by ane or two member nations (Koers 1973). Ladking substantial
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scientific information on the wester n migration of North American salhon, the INPFC determined that Japan
would abstain fromfishing for these species east of 175°W. Subsequently, knowledgewas gainedthat North
Ameican salmon migratewest of that line and Asian salmon migrate east of that line. Japan began to lose
interest in revising the abstention line in favor of Canada and the United States. In addition, despite
resporsibility to alocate catch, the INPFC did not have a research staff, relying instead on the fisheries data
and research cortributed by member governments (Miles & al. 1982).

Thereliance on other governments' data and the attendant cortroversy of allocating salmon, and later halibut
and herring, based on the abstention provisions severely limited the INPFC'’ s attention to groundfishfisheries.
It virtuallyignored groundfishuntil 1961, whenthe United Statesraised concern regarding Japan's large-scale
groundfishfisheriesin the eastern Bering Sea. Findly, in 1967, the IN PFC agreed to undertake joint study of
groundfish other than halibut in the northeast Pacific Ocean, and in 1968, Pacific ocean perch in particular was
tobethefirst groundfishresource assessed. The sablefish resaurce also came under INPFC scrutiny in 1971,
and a study of halibut bycatch by Japanese groundfish trawlers was initiated in 1972 (Fredin 1987). No
conservation and management recommendations were forthcoming from these studies, however, and among
other factars, the large-scale entry into the Bering Seafisheries of nonmember nations, namely the Soviet Union
and South Koreg, eventually eroded the INPFC’ s ability toact as aforcein international management of these
fisheries.

Bilateral Agreements

M ore success on reaching international agreement on fishery management, abeit still limited, was reali zed
through separate agreements between the United States and the for eign nati onswith distant wet er fisheries of f
Alaska. Inhisstudy of bilateral fishery agreementsin the northeaster n Pacific prior to 1976, William T. Burke
observed that bilateral agreements were designed to treat five mgjor problan areas: (1) gear corflicts, (2)
accessto areas subject to national jurisdiction, (3) allocation of stocks, (4) research activitiesand datasharing,
and (5) visits abaard fishing vessds (Miles et al. 1982). Bilateral agreements that pertained to groundfish
fisheries off Alaskawere concluded between the United States and four other nations before 1976. Most of
theseagreements involved thetwo principa nati onswith distant wat er fisheries off Alaska, the U.S.S.R., and
Japan, but the mid-1970s aso saw agreements concluded with the Republic of Korea and Poland. The first
of these agreamernts were negatiated in 1964, between the United States and U.S.S.R. and the United States
and Japan. All of these agreements were of relatively short duration and renegotiated frequently to respond
to changng conditions in the fisheries.

Thefirst U.S.-U.S.S.R. bilateral agreement, signed in Decamber 1964, establi shed six areasoff Kodiak Isand
that would be closed to Soviet trawls from July through October. The Kodiak King Crab Gear Area
Agreement was designed primarily to reduce gear conflicts between the U.S. king crab fishery and Soviet
trawlers in these areas off the south and western shores of K odiak ISand. The agreement was effective for
three years and was extended without change in Decamber 1967 through mid-February 1969 (Fredin 1987).
Although this agreement directly benefitted U.S. kingcrab fisheries, it isincluded hee becauseit was thefirst
of aseries of bilateral accordsthat either directly or indirectly relieved the groundfish and groundfish habitat
intheseareas of Soviet trawling impacts. In addition to resolving agear conflict problem—at least in part-this
agreement al so addr essed a crab resource alocation issue between the United Statesand U.S.S.R. T he Soviet
distant water fishery had conducted a king arab fishery off Alaskaintheearly 1960s, taking as mary as 3.4
millioncrabsin1961 (Naab 1971). Essentially, under thisagreement, the crab resourceoff Kodak Islandwas
dlocated away from Soviet fishermen, although they were permitted to continuetheir crab fishery inthe eastern
Bering Sea.

The establishment of the CFZ in 1966 gave the United States an important new tool in negatiating future
bilateral agreements. This was reflected in the CFZ agreement between the United Statesand the U.S.S.R. in
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February 1967. The 1967 CFZ accord alowed limited Soviet fishing within the 9-mile-wideCFZ in aresslittle
used by U.S. fishermen off the Aleutian Idands and vessel support activity in certain areas within the CFZ in
retum for aban on Soviet trawling in two large areas of international watersin the GOA during the first 15
days of the Pacific halibut fishing season set by the IPHC (Fredin 1987). Again, the objective of thisagr eement
wasto reducegear conflicts between Soviet trawlersand U.S. fixed-gear fishermen, thistimelonglineor setline
gear usedin the halibut fishey. Theorignal 1967 CFZ accordwas far only one year but it was later extended
for another year. In 1969, it was modified and extended for two years then madified again in 1971 (Naab
1971). The more recent modifications introduced more measures to protect conflicts with other fisheries
important to U.S. fishermen, namely king and Tanner crab, shrimp, and scallop fisheries, in addition to the
halibut fishery off Alaska (Fredin 1987).

Bilateral agreements between the United States and Japan were very similar in scope to those between the
United States and the U.S.SR. in that they focused on reducing conflict between U.S. fixed-gear fisheriesfor
crab and halibut and Japanese fisheries. The first U.S.—Japan bilateral agreements concluded in 1964,
edablished an area in the eastern Bering Sea adjacent to the north side of Unimak Island that was dosad to
Japanese fishing for king crab. The intent of this action was to reduce conflict between U.S. crab fishermen
using pot gear and Japanesefishermenusing tangle-net gear. In addition, the agreement set an amual Japanese
production quota of 235,000 cases of canred king crab meat (Naab 1971). Based on ore case containing 48
half-pound cans, this was equivalent to 5,640,000 pounds of crab meat. This agreement remained in effect
through 1966. In1966, theagreemert was renegatiatedto extend it for another two years, but the production
guotawas reduced to 185,000 cases amually. Renegptiation again in 1968, for another two years, further
reduced the annual production quota to 85,000 cases of king crab meats, stipulated a new catch limit of 16
million Tanner crabs, and increased the size of the crab pot protection zone (Naab 1971). This crab pot
sanctuary was part of alarger areathat aready was closed to Japanese trawling by unilateral action of Japan.

In May 1967, the United States and Japan negoti ated another two-year CFZ accord similar to that previoudy
negotiated withtheU.S.S.R. Thisagreement (1) closed thesame six areas off Kod ak to Japanese fishing that
were closed to Soviet fishing in 1964, and (2) closad the same international waters inthe GOA to Japanese
fishing during the first 15 days of the halibut season that were closad to Soviet vessels in 1967. A third
provision of the1967 U.S.—Japanagreanent was to d oseto Japanese fishing vessels an area outside the CFZ

south of Unimak Idand In return Japan was allowed to fish for aab within the CFZ around the Pribilof

Islands, for other species (e.g., groundfish) with certain exceptions withinthe CFZ along theAleutian I slands,

and for whaleswithin the CFZ off Alaska (exoept for anareain the GOA) and to conduct load nhgand suppart
activities withinthe CFZ in certain areasin the GOA. T hisagreement was modified inDecember 1970 (Fredin

1987).

Thetwobilateal agreements-U. S.-U.S.S.R., andU.S.-Japan—may havehad marginal benefits at best for the
groundfish resources in the agreed-upon closure areas. In negotiating these agreements during the 1960s and
early 1970s U.S. policy mattersfocused on protedingtheinteests o traditional U.S. domestic fisheries (eg.,
salmon, shdllfish, and halibut). Notwithstanding the historic U. S. fisheries for Pacific cod and sablefish, the
groundfish resources off Alaska apparently were not perceived astraditiona enough or sufficiently important
toU.S. domedtic fisheriesto warrant specific protection under thebilatera agreements. T hissituation changed
in the early 1970s when U.S. sanctions of the growing Japanese and Soviet distant water fisheries for
groundfish became difficult to maintain. For example, the tota harvest of pollock in the eastern Bering Sea
between 1964 and 1971, practicaly dl of which was taken by either Japanese or the Sovi et vessdls, increased
by nearly an order of magnitude, from 175,000 tonsto 1.7 milliontonsinlessthan ten years. Also during this
period, catches of some groundfish stocks, such asPacific ocean perch and ydlowfin sole, weredeareasing as
fishing effort wasincreasing (Fredin 1987). By 1971, roughly 1,300 fishing vesselswere operating in the high
seas fishaiesoff Alaska (Naab 1971).
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Thisincreased distant water fishing efort stimulated public concernsinAlaskaanddiscussion in Congressand
other venuesin the early 1970sof the efficacy of the CFZ and the need to further extend U.S. jurisdiction over
fisheries to 200 miles (CommerceCommittee1976). It wasagainst this backdrop that U.S. negotiations with
Japan in Decambe of 1972, and with the U.S.SR. in February 1973, for the first time included in the
renegotiated CFZ agreements measures aimed directly at conser vati on of groundfish stocks. T hese measures
werespedficannud catch quotasin 1973 and 1974 for groundfish (pollock, Pacific ocean perch, and sablefish)
harveds by Japanese and (flatfish) harvests by Soviet fisheriesin addition to the season and arearestrictions
previously devdoped to praed thetraditional domestic fisheries. These quotas reflected increased interest
worldwide for extending coastal state juri sdiction over fisheries. As conservation measures, they were good
first steps; however, they wereinitially set at level sabout equal to recent years average annual catches (Fredin
1987). Whilethe growth of Japaneseand Soviet distant water fisherieswere held in check by thesemeasures,
these fisheries also were not severely constrained.

The final round of bilateral agreements with Japan and the U.S.S.R. were concluded in Decenber 1974 with
Japan, and July 1975 with the U.S.SR. These agreements included more groundfish catch limits for the
respective Japaneseand Sovid fleets, with aslight decrease in the 1975-1976 annual pollock a location to the
Japanese mothership and trawl fisheriesin the eastern Bering Sea. | nadditionto a largeligt of timeand area
closures, the final annual 1975-1976 catch limits negotiated for the Japanese groundfish fisheries are li sted
in Table 2.7-4 and for the Soviet trawl fisheries are listed in Table2.7-5.

Table2.7-4  Annual Catch Quotas for the Jagpanese Groundfish Fishery off Alaska Pursuant to
U.S.—Japan Bilater al Agr eement for 1975-1976, in M etric Tons

Area Fishery Species Annual Quota
1975-1976

(metric tons)

Eastern Bering Sea Mothership, trawl Pollock 1,100,000

Land-based trawl Other groundfish 160,000

All groundfish 35,000

Aleutian Islands Mothership, trawl, longline | Pacific ocean perch 9,600

Land-based trawl Sablefish 1,200

Longline All groundfish 8,500

Sablefish 25,000

Gulf of Alaska Trawl Sablefish 5,000

Trawl, longline Rockfish 60,000

Other groundfish 30,000

Table2.7-5  Annual Catch Quotasfor the U.SS.R. Groundfish Fishery off Alaska Pursuant to the
U.S—U.S.SR. Bilateral Agreement for 1975-1976, in Metric Tons

Area Species Annual Quota
1975-1976

(metric tons)

Eastern Bering Sea Pollock 210,000
Other groundfish and flatfish 120,000

Aleutian Islands Rockfish 12,000
Other groundfish 16,000

Gulf of Alaska Pollock 40,000
Rockfish 10,000
Other groundfish 30,000
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These groundfish catch quotas negoti ated f or Japan and the U.S.S.R. were based amost entirely on anal yses
and data provided by Japan. Little or no data provided by the U.S.S.R. was useful for stock assessment
purposes (Fredin 1987). Of less significance were bilateral agreements between the United States and the
Republic of Korea (South Kores) in 1972, and Poland in 1975. Under these agreements South Korea agreed
not to fish for salmon or halibut east of 175°W in theBSAI and the GOA (Fredin 1987). Inreturn, South
Korea was granted fishery support operations in specified areas within the CFZ. Poland likewise agreed not
to conduct specialized fisheriesfor r ockfish, sablefish, flatfish, anchovies, Pacific mackerel, herring, or shrimp
in 1976 (NMFS 1976).

A notabl e weakness of thebilateral agreementswas that the authorityto enforce their provisions(i.e, timeand
area closures, catch quotas, dc.) gererally was | €t to the affected nation. Thisgenaated public doubt about
whether strict campliance withtheprovisions was béngobsaved Inore U.S—U.S.S.R. bilateral agreemert,
however, arrangements weremade for visits by representatives of fishermen’ organizations of the two states
to the others' fishing vessels operating in the northeastern Pacific. While these visits did na constitutean
official appraisal of compliance, they wereimportant for maintaining confidence intheutility of thebilateral
agreement (Mileset al. 1982). Ancther view that led fishery managers and the general public to lose faith in
the ability of bilateral agreementsto conserve and manage high seasfishery resourcesin the North Pacific was
expressed by Hiroshi Kasaharain 1973:

Whilethe presentinternationd fishery management r egime consists of acomplex network of ad hoc
arrangements, some o the largest high seas fisheries in the area which have real or potential
inter national implications are not covered by any o the exiging agreements. .. Thus, in spite of
the vari ous speci fic agr eements for fisheries in the North Pacific, well ove 90 percent o the tatal
catch comes from fisheries currently not subject tointernational reguation. This by itsdf may not
be considered a seriaus defect . . . [however, g rea problem is the lack of mechanisms for
monitaing the status of these fisheries and resources on which they are based, to predict
international management problems likely to arise, and to accommodate consultations to resolve
them in atimely fashion (Kasahara 1973).

2.7.2 Evolution of Fishery Management Plans
2.7.2.1 Fishery Management Plans

Fishery management plans (FMPs) provide the basis for federd regulations used to manage fisheries under
regional council jurisdiction. The Magnuson Stevens Act already established lists the first function of the
councils as follows:

(1) for each fishery under itsauthority that requires conservation and management, [to] prepare and
submit to the Secretary (A) afishery management plan, and (B) amendmentsto each such plan that
are necessary fram time to time (and pramptly, wheneve changesin canservation and management
measures in another fishery substantially affect the fishery for which such plan was devel oped)
(Section 302[h]).

FM P components generally include management objectives, management units, habitat issues, management
aternatives, summary of bendits and adverse impacts of each ater native, management measures, rationae
and net benefit discussion, plan for continuing Council review and monitoring of the FMP or amendment, and
suppor ting material describingthefishery, anditsecological, economic, and socia setting. Requir ed provisions
arelisted in Section 303(a) and discretionary provisionsin Section 303(b). Each FMP must be approved by
the Secretary of Commerce in accordance with provisions of Section 304(a).
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The balance of specificity between FMPs and their implementing regulations has changed over time. Early
FMPs contained very specific management measures and harvest levels that could only be changed through
a lengthy plan amendment process, which could require 18 to 24 months from problem identification to a
changein management. Thisprocesshasbeen aleviated somewhat over time asframework management tools
were incorporated into the FMPs that allow for management changes within prescribed boundaries. For
example, harvest levels are now adjusted through ard atively bri ef specifications process, before, each speci es
had an optimum yield that could only be changed through plan amendment. Under the plan amendment
process, changes in harved limits often lagged behind changes in stock abundance. In addtion, federal
regulations often | agged behindchangesinregulationsfor adjacent statewaters, causing conflictsand conf usion
where stacks had to be managed as a unit throughout their range.

The description of evolution of the FMPs and their regulations that follows will enphasize five issueareas:
(1) target species protection, (2) bycatch contr al, (3) the soci d and economic well-being of domestic resource
users, (4) marinemammal and seabird protection, and (5) habitat protection. Table2.7-6 providesanoverview
of major management changes since before the Act was passed. Figure 2.7-1 shows changes in the balance
of domestic, joi nt-venture, and foreign harvests over time.

2.7.2.2 Pre-1976 Groundfish Management

A very robust foreign groundfish fishery operated off Alaska long before the Magnuson-Stevens Act was
passed in April 1976. Japan began fishing flatfish in the Bering Seain the early 1950s and in the GOA in
1963. The Soviet Union sent exploratory fleets to the Bering Sea in 1958 and commenced commercial
operationsin 1959 on yellowfin soleand red king crab, and then expanded into Pacific ocean perch and herring
in 1960. The Sovigs moved into theGOA in 1964, pulse fishing and decimating Pacific ocean perch stocks
beforemoving on to new fishing grounds off Washington and Oregon. The Republic of Korea (SouthK orea)
began fishing in the Bering Seain 1967 and in the GOA in 1972. Poland sent one stern trawler to fish briefly
in the GOA and Bering Seain late 1973, taking less than 500 mt of pdlock and hering.

Taiwancommenced operations off Alaskain 1974-1975, trawling for pollock and gillnetting for saimoninthe
certral and eastan Being Sea, and |onglining for sablefish off southeas Alaska.

Inthe early 1960s, the United States had fisheries authority to only 3 miles, and even those waters were only
closed to al foreign fishing 1964 Public Law 88-308. The United States thus had little leverage to restrict
large offshare Japaneseand Soviet operationsduring their initia build-up. Fisheriesresearch and information
exchanges were conducted initially with Japan and Canada under the auspices of the International North
Pacific Fisheries Commission (INPFC), but that body focused primarily on salmon interception issues
beginning. The Japanese provided same catch data, but the Soviets, fishing on fiveyear plans, and inthe midst
of theCold War, provided very little information ontheir harvests.

In 1996, Public Law 89-658 extended U.S. fisheries jurisdiction from 3 to 12 miles. The law provided for
continued foreign fishing there, but significantly increased U.S. leverage in controlling those fisheries. For
example, INPFC first considered joint studies of groundfish (ather than halibut), such as Pacific ocean perch
and sablefish, in1967-1971. It produced nojoint conservation recommendationsfor either species, eventhough
both stodkswererecognized tobein jeopardy. TheNPFC and the United States- Canadalnternationa Pacific
Halibut Commission (IPHC) began a joint monitoring program for halibut bycatch in Japanesetrawl fisheries
in theeastern Bering Seain 1972.

CHAPTER 2 - DRAFT PROGRAMMATIC SEIS JANUARY 2001

2.7-19



Table 2.7-6 Brief History of Fisheries Management M easures

Target Species

Bycatch Controls |

Socioeconomic Benefits

Marine Mam mals/Seabirds

Habitat

BILATERALS: Pre-1977 (Foreign Fisheries Only)

¢ Foreign fishing catch quotas
for eastern BS pollock/flatfish
and GOA Pacific ocean
perch/ sabl efish—self-mo nitored

Time/area closures to reduce
halibut and crab bycatch

No halibut retention in trams
Limited monitoring of bycatch
of halibut

¢ Foreign fishing time/area
closuresto reduce conflict with
domestic fisheries for halibut
and crab

¢ Foreign fishing closures to
protect Pribilof fur seals

¢ Short-tailed albatross
designated endangered, 1970

PRELIMINARY MANAGEMENT PLANS: 1977 (Forei

gn Fisheries Only)

¢ TACs and TAC-related
closures in BSAlI and GOA

e Monthly/annual catch reports

¢ Observers

e Trawl area closures to protect
spawning pollock and

Time/area closures expanded
No retention of halibut, crab,
salmon, shiimp

Bristol Bay Pot Sanctuary
closed to trawling all year

No herring fisheries east of

e Foreign fishing time/area
closuresto reduce conflict with
domestic fisheries for halibut
and crab

¢ Recognition of direct/indirect
effects of fisheries on marine
mammals and seabirds

flounders 168°W in Bering Sea
* Extensive trawl closures in
GOA to protect halibut
FIRST FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLANS: 1979-1982 (Mainly Foreign Fisheries)
1979-GOA GOA GOA * Descriptions of marine mammal| Descriptions of habitat

Species OYs/three areas

e 20 percent reserve

e OY closures

e Catch monitoring/reporting/
observers (foreign vessels

only)

1982-BSAl

Species Oys/two areas

o four species categories

¢ Objective: rebuild depleted
stocks

¢ Monitoring/observers (foreign
vessels only)

e 5 percent or 500 mt reserve

e TAC closures

Obijective: Protect halibut

BSAI
Obijective: Rebuild halibut

No retention of PSC species
Bottom trawl restrictions
Domestic halibut PSC for part
of year

Expanded time/area closures

Expanded tim e/area closures
PSCs in separate category

No closures for U.S. fishermen
Foreign longline depth
restrictions to protect halibut

¢ Domestic priority to groundfish

¢ Year-round closures to foreign
fishing inside 12 miles

¢ three closures off southeast
Alaska

¢ Davidson Bank closed

BSAI

Objective: Develop U.S. fisheries

¢ Time/area closures in Bristol
Bay Pot Sanctuary, Petrel
Bank, and other areas to
prevent gear conflicts and
grounds preemption

and seabird issues in FMPs
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Table 2.7-6 (Cont.)

Brief History of Fisheries M anagement Measures

Target Species

Bycatch Controls |

Socioeconomic Benefits

Marine Mam mals/Seabirds

Habitat

1983-1985 (Mainly Foreign and Joint Venture Fisheries)

Expanded catch reporting
requirements for domestic
vessels

QY range in BSAI

Annual stock assessment
document in BSAI

Directed Fishing Standards
Species categories in
GOA/BSAI

Western and Central GOA
combined for pollock

GOA pollock TAC reduced in
response to scientific advice

GOA

¢ Cod TALFF in GOA allocated
to foreign longliners to reduce
trawl bycatch

* Foreigners must report
bycatch

¢ Biodegradable panelsin
sablefish pots

¢ Southeast (east of 140°W)
closed to all foreign fishing to
protect halibut

e Halibut PSC raised for U.S.
fishermen, but pelagic trawls
exempted

e Foreigners must use off-
bottom trawls all year

e Joint ventures have observers
on foreign processors

¢ Major PSC framework in GOA

BSAI:

e Chinook salmon PSC

e Also PSC on halibut, crab

¢ Foreign trawl restrictions in
Petrel Bank

e Major policy statement for U.S.
fisheries to contral their

bycatch

GOA

Kodiak Gear Area closed to
foreign trawls to protect crab
fishermen and gear

U.S. trawls and pots bannedin
eastern GOA for sablefish
Magnuson-Stevens Act priority
allocations to U.S. fishermen

BSAI
¢ Overall OY set low to help

marine mammals and seabirds

e Council votes later to keep 2
million mt cap

Council prohibits discard of net
and debris
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Table 2.7-6 (Cont.)

Brief History of Fisheries M anagement Measures

Target Species

Bycatch Controls

Socioeconomic Benefits

Marine Mam mals/Seabirds

Habitat

1986-1990 (Mainly Joint Venture and Domestic Fisheries)

GOA

OY Range

Reporting requirements for
U.S. catcher processors
Shelikof District to protect
pollock

Comprehensive observer
program (BSAI/GOA)

BSAI

Revised definitions of ABC,
threshold, overfishing
definitions

Ban pollock roe stripping
(BSAI and GOA)

GOA

Type I-lll closures off Kodiak

Framework PSC in GOA

Observer program

2,000 mt PSC halibut for U.S.

trawlers; 750 mt for longliners

¢ Ban pollock roe stripping

¢ Maximum retainable by catches
introduced

¢ Full utilization policy

e Apportion halibut PSC by
quarter

* Halibut excluder devices and
biodegradable panels on
sablefish pots

BSAI

¢ First total closures to U.S.
trawling

e Observers

¢ PSC limits for halibut, crab,
herring

e PSC closures

e Season delays to protect
halibut

¢ Seasonal PSC allocations

Foreign fisheries end in EEZ
Joint ventures peak in 1987
and rapidly decline

Council votes against raising 2
million mt OY cap in BSAI
Walrus Island closure

Steller sea lions listed as
threatened

Initial sea lion protections
implemented

NMFS begins monitoring
seabirds and fishing
interactions

NMFS policy added to FMP
Council approves habitat
policy and committee
Bottom trawl closures
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Table 2.7-6 (Cont.)

Brief History of Fisheries M anagement Measures

Target Species |

Bycatch Controls

Socioeconomic Benefits

Marine Mam mals/Seabirds

Habitat

1991-1995 (Fully Domestic Fisheries)

Improved retention/utilization

License Limitation Program

Forage fish ban

commercial fishing for

New overfishing definitions * Biodegradable panelson all ¢ Pollock/cod inshore-offshore | » Spectacled eider listed e Pribilof closure
Bogoslof District established pots e CDQs * Observers on crab vessels
Pacific ocean perch rebuilding | « Refined pelagic trawl definition| ¢ IFQs receive seabird identification
plan e Hotspot authority e Pribilof closure training
Aleutian Islands district for ¢ Herring PSC revised e Moratorium ¢ Rookery/haulout closures
Atka m ackerel e Experimental fishing permits ¢ Pollock allocation by area and
Sablefish/Halibut IFQs * Seasonal delays to reduce season
bycatch * GOA pollock set low to help sea

e VIP program lions

e Careful release program e Sea lion recovery plan

¢ Halibut PSC based on e Aleutian Islands subarea — Atka

mortality mackerel

e Salmon donation program ¢ Sea lion critical habitat

¢ Seine/gilinet ban for groundfish designated

e Chum salmon PSC e Pribilof closure

e Minimum mesh size in trawis

e Expanded Bering Sea closures

¢ Pribilof closure

1996-2000+ (Fully Domestic Fisheries)

GOA Pacific ocean perch ¢ Red king crab PSC revised * Inshore-offshore allocations * Seabird avoidance measures e EFH guidelines
rebuilding plan revised ¢ Closed nearshore areas extended e Take limits on shorttailed e EFH descriptions in FMPs
Overfishing definitions revised | ¢ Halibut donation program e Atka mackerel jig allocation albatross e Sitka Pinnacle closure
twice e Opilio Tanner crab PSCs e CDQ * More sea lion critical habitat e Habitat Areas of Particular

¢ Bairdi Tanner crab PSCs ¢ Moratorium designated Concern (HAPC), Part I: no

program
Bottom trawl ban for pollock
Chinook PSCs enacted and
then reduced

Halibut mortality avoidance
pilot program

Full retention of demersal shélf
rockfish

Forage fish ban

Cod allocations by gear type

Extensive sealion protective
measures

sponges and corals
HAPC, Part II:
Stakeholder process
begins
Nonpelagic trawl
closures

Notes: ABC — Acceptable biological catch GOA — Gulf of Alaska OY — Optimum Yield
BSAIl — Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands HPAC — habitat area of particular concern PSC — Prohibited Species Catch
CDQ — Community Development Quota IFQ — Individual Fishing Quota TAC - total allowable catch
EFH — essential fish habitat mt — metric ton TALFF — Total Allowable Level of Foreign Fishing
FMP — Fishery Management Plan NMFS — National Marine Fisheries Service
Source: NMFS
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ALASKA GROUNDFISH HARVEST
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Figure 2.7-1 Alaska groundfish harvest. Source: NPFMC
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U.S -foreign bilateral agreements were the main mechanism for managing foreign fisheries. Beginning in 1967,
a king crab bilateral was negotiated with the Soviets in 1965 and a groundfish bilateral in February 1967.
Bilaterals were also negotiated with Japan in 1967. The early bilaterals focused on protecting domestic crab,
halibut, and shrimp fisheries from gear conflicts and grounds preemption by foreign trawlers, and protecting
fur seal populations in the Pribilof Islands (Figures 2.7-2 and 2.7-3).

By the early 1970s, foreign operations had spread from Alaska south to the Pacific Coast off Washington and
Oregon, leaving very depressed stocks in their wake off Alaska. Yellowfin sole catches in the eastern Bering
Sea, for example, fell sharply following very large removals by Japan and the Soviet Union, Pacific ocean
perch stocks were decimated, and pollock catches were increasing rapidly and were thought likely to follow
the same pattern.

In 1973-1974, for the first time in the history of the bilaterals, catch quotas were placed on eastern Bering Sea
pollock and flatfish, and on GOA Pacific ocean perch and sablefish. Additionally, a complex array of closures
was established mainly to protect U.S. crab and halibut fisheries (Table 2.7-6). The catch quotas represented
the average catches of the previous three to four years and were an attempt to put the fisheries on hold so the
stocks could be evaluated. Unfortunately, each country was responsible for monitoring its catch quotas, the
only internationally acceptable arrangement at the time. The final round of negotiations on bilaterals before
the Magnuson-Stevens Act was passed occurred in late 1974 with Japan and in mid-1975 with the U.S.S.R.
The United States had negotiated an agreement with South Korea in 1972, effective through 1977, and with
Poland in 1975 (Figures 2.7-4 and 2.7-5).

2.7.2.3 State of the Fisheries in 1976

When the Magnuson-Stevens Act was passed in 1976, groundfish fisheries were, for all practical purposes,
totally foreign. Most measures were designed to lessen their impact on domestic halibut and crab fisheries.
Bureau of Commercial Fisheries reports indicate that Japan, the Soviet Union, South Korea, and Taiwan landed
over 1.64 million mt. The total number of foreign vessels ranged from 138 in January to 759 in June. More
than 300 vessels were present each month from April to September. Japan deployed from 64 to 616 vessels,
the Soviets 42 to 147, South Korea 1 to 57, and Taiwan up to 4 vessels. Japan dominated the fisheries, landing
71 percent of the total foreign catch, the Soviets 21 percent, South Korea 7 percent, and Taiwan 1 percent.
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Figure 2.7-2 Restrictions and privileges applicable to Japanese groundfish fisheries off
Alaskain 1975 and 1976 under the U.S.-Japan fisheries agreement of December 1974.



Figure 2.7-3 Restrictions and privileges applicable to Soviet groundfish fisheries off Alaskain
1975 and 1976 under the U.S.-U.S.S.R. fisheries agreement of July 1975.



Figure 2.7-4 Provisions of the U.S.-Republic of Korea fisheries agreement of November
1972, effective trough December 12, 1977.



Figure 2.7-5 Redtrictions placed on Polish groundfish fisheries off Alaska in 1975 by the U.S--
Poland agreement of 1975.



United States commercial fisheries were limited mainly tored king crabin the GOA and eastern Bering Seg,
herring in coastal watea's, salmon, and hdibut. Verylittlegroundfishwastaken off southeastem Alaskaother
than sablefish and smal amounts of Pecific cod. The IPHC had banned all but longline gear for halibut as
early as 1944.

Some areas around the Pribilof | dands were closed to prevent foreign fishing marine debris and netting from
fishing operations from harming fur seals. In the United States, the short-tailed albatross already had been
declared endangered in 1970 under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), though no protective measures had
been enacted in the fisheries.

2.7.2.4 1977 Preliminary Groundfish Fishery M anagement Plans

All bilatera agreements had to be brought into conformance with the purposes and provisions of the
Magnuson- Stevens Act. Followingitsimplementation on March 1, 1977, foreign fishing coul d be conducted
in the new 200-nautical-mile (hm) Fishery Conservation Zone(later changed tothe EEZ) only pursuant toan
international treaty ar agoverninginternational fishery agreement. Governingagreemertswerecompl eted with
Taiwanand the U.S.S.R. in 1976 and with Japan, South K orea, and Poland in 1977. While these agreements
alowed access to the EEZ, all foragn nationshad to fish under the rules of prdiminary fishery management
plans (FMPs) that applied only to fareign fisheries.

Foreign fisheriesoff Al aska weremanaged under four FMPs, all publishedinthe Federal Register in February
1977: (1) trawl fisheries and herring gillnet fishery of the eastern Bering Sea and northeast Pacific, (2) trawl
fishery of the GOA, (3) sablefish fishery of the eastern Bering Seaand northeast Pacific, and (4) snail fishery
of theeasten BaingSea. The latter fishey wasa very small fishery by Jgpan using 21 vesselsthat longlined
withpotsaong the Bering Seashelf edge northwest of the Pribilof Iands, harvesting about 3,000 mt of edible
meats inthe mid-1970s. Apparently, only one U.S. plant in Cordova showed any interest insnails; in 1974
it purchased about 5,000 pounds of snals caught incidental to Tamer crab. Shails, subsequently, were
incor porated as an “ unall ocated species’ inthe 1981 BSAI groundfish plan and will not bediscussad further.
In the BSAI, optimum yields (OY's) were etablished for nine species or species groups. pollock, yelowfin
sole, other flounders, Pacific ocean perch, sablefish, Pacific cod, herring, squid, and other species. Fishing
alocations were granted to Japan, the U.S.S.R., South Korea, Taiwan, and Poland. Management measures
were designed to arrest the decline in abundance of overfished stocks and alow them to rebuild. For thefirst
time in foreign fisheries off Alaska, the entire region could be closed to all fishing by a ration that had
harvested its allocation of any spedes. This measure had never been accepted in the former bilateals.
Additionadly, trawling in certain areas was prohibited from December 1 to May 31 to protect spawning
concentrations of pollock and flounders(Table2.7-7). Foreign vesselswererequired toreport catch andeffart,
monthly and amually, and provide check-in and check-out reports by radio. All vessels were required to
provideaccomnodations for an obsaver at no st to theUnited States.

The FMPs also significantly restricted the impad of fareignfisheies on domedic fisheries for halibut, crab,
shrimp, and salmon. In the Bering Sea, for example, the demise of the haibut resource had been well
documented over the previous ten years with combined U.S., Canadian, and Japanese setline catches in the
Bering Seg; falling from a high of over 14,000 mt in 1962 to around 300 mt or lessin 1973-1975 (B SAl

FMP). Though it was caused partially by the directed setline fishery, it was aggravated by the enormous
incidental catch of juvenile halibut by Japanese and Sovid trawle's. Japan had agreed under thebilaterals to
not retain hdibut caughtin trawls eas of 175°W except in INPFC Area D, wherethey weae retainedfor ashort
period in the spring (Figure 2.7-6). The Soviets had never agreed to refrain from fishing halibut, but
maintained that their vessels did not target halibut or take any as bycatch. Few observers were alowed on
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Table 2.7-7 Groundfish Trawl and LonglineClosure AreasintheBering Sea and Aleutian I slands and Gulf of Alaska, 1976,
Based on Bilateral Agreaments

Months
Area Gear Type Country All Year Notes
9-12 6-9 3-6 0-3

Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands

Bristol Bay Pot Sanctuary Trawl Russia X Domestic fleet gear storage
(18,742 nm?) Trawl Japan X

Misty Moon grounds Trawl Russia X X Halibut conservation
(2,711 nm?) Bottom trawl | Japan X

All Japan

Old IPHC Area 4E Trawl Russia X Halibut conservation
(5,542 nm?) Japan X

Old IPHC Area 4a Bottom trawl Russia Halibut conservation
(1,658 nm?) X

Old IPHC Area 4a Trawl Russia Halibut conservation
(6,076 nm?) X

Old IPHC Area 4b Trawl Russia X Halibut conservation
(9,395 nm?) Trawl Japan X

Polish Western Aleutian zone All Poland X Halibut conservation
(6,694 nm?)

Polish Bering Sea zone All Poland X Halibut conservation
(~356,000 nm?)

Korean Non-Fishing grounds All Korea X Halibut conservation
(~272,062 nm?)

Contiguous Fishery Zone (CFZ) based on land buffer 3—-12 nm

A. North side CFZ (590 nm?) Longline Japan X Avoid gear conflicts
between 165°W-166°45'W Trawl Japan X Halibut/crab conservation

B. North side CFZ (1,855 nm?) Longline Japan X X Avoid gear conflicts
between 166° 45'W-169°W Trawl Japan/Russia Halibut/crab conservation

C. North side CFZ (721 nm?) Trawl Japan X Avoid gear conflicts
between 169° W-170°W All Russia X Halibut/crab conservation

D. North side CFZ (807 nm?) Longline Japan/Russia | Open Avoid gear conflicts
between 170°W-172°W Trawl Halibut/crab conservation

E. North side CFZ (2,296 nm?) Longline Japan X Avoid gear conflicts
between 172°W-176°W Halibut/crab conservation
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Table 2.7-7 (Cont.)

on Bilateral Agreements

Groundfish Trawl and Longline Closure Areasin the Bering Sea and Aleutian

|dands and Gulf of Alaska, 1976 Based

Months
Area Gear Type Country All Year Notes
9-12 6-9 3-6 0-3
Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands (Cont.)
F. North side CFZ (7,341 nm?) Longline Japan Open X Avoid gear conflicts
between 176°W-170°E Trawl Japan X Halibut/crab conservation
All Russia
G. South side CFZ (892 nm?) Longline Japan Open Avoid gear conflicts
between 169°W-172°W Halibut/crab conservation
H. South side CFZ (1,942 nm?) Longline Japan X Avoid gear conflicts
between 172°W-176°W Halibut/crab conservation
I. South side CFZ (1,425 nm?) Longline Japan X X Avoid gear conflicts
between 176°W-178°30'W Trawl Japan X Halibut/crab conservation
All Russia
J. South side CFZ (2,151 nm?) Longline Japan Open X X Avoid gear conflicts
between 178°30'W-170°E Trawl Japan Halibut/crab conservation
All Russia
Gulf of Alaska
Polish eastern GOA zone Trawl Poland X Avoid gear conflict with
(4,102 nm?) domestic halibut fleet
6 Kodiak gear areas Longline/trawl | Japan X Avoid gear conflicts
147°W-140°W to CFZ Trawl Russia X Halibut/crab conservation
(4,510 nm?)
3 Kodiak halibut areas Trawl Japan X Avoid gear conflict with
(7,767 nm?) Russia domestic halibut fleet
Western GOA Longline Japan X X Avoid gear conflicts
166°W -163°30'W out to 12 miles | Trawl Japan Halibut/crab conservation
Trawl Russia X
Trawl Poland X
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Table2.7-7(Cont.)  Groundfish Trawl and Longline Closure Areasin the Bering Sea and Aleutian Idands and Gulf of Alaska, 1976 Based
on Bilateral Agreements

Months
Area Gear Type Country All Year Notes
9-12 6-9 3-6 0-3

Contiguous Fishery Zone (CFZ)
K. South side CFZ (1,453 nm?) Longline Japan X Avoid gear conflicts

between 166°W-169°W Halibut/crab conservation
L. CFZ (8,767 nm?) Trawl Poland X X

between 147°W and 157°W? Trawl/longline | Japan/Russia

Notes:  2Russians allowed to fish between 150°-155°W (5,786 nm %)
CFZ - contiguous fishing zone
GOA — Gulf of Alaska
IPHC — International Pacific Halibut Commission
nm — nautical miles
nm? — square nautical miles
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Figure 2.7-6 Areas closed to trawling by Japanese vesselsin eastern Bering Sea under
domestic regulations by Japan, December 1, 1974 to December 31, 1975.



Soviet vesselsunder the bilaterals, and the Soviets were well-known for under-reporting their catches of tar get
species and, presumably, bycatch as well.

Regional restrictionsinthe BSAl FMP included aban onretention of salmon, halibut, and crabs, and no fishing
at al for shrimp, which earlier had been fished nearly to extinction by foreign fleets. Foreign fishing was not
dlowed within 12 nm, except at certain times o the year in parts of the Aleutian Islands (Table 2.7-8a).
Specifically to protect juvenile halibut, no trawling was alowed from December 1 through May 31 ina large
area north of the Aleutian Idands and east of 170°W, which later would be called the Winter Halibut Savings
Area (Figure 2.7-7); andinanareajust south of the Pribilof Idlandsknown asthe Misty Moon Grounds (Table
2.7-7). Furthe, the Brigol Bay Pot Sanctuary, north of the Alaska Penirsula running from the eastern
boundary of the Winter Halibut Savings Area east to160°W, was closed to trawling all year. These closures
provided protection for juvenile hdibut over an area of about 41,413 square nm, and a dstance o about 420
nm along the narthern coast of the Aleutian Idands and Alaska Peninsula. The Misty Moon Grounds was a
holdover fromthebilateras, whereinforeign vesselswere not allowed to tr awl therefor seven days surr ounding
the U.S. and Canada halibut fishery each spring to reduce gear corflicts and disturbanceto prime halibut
fishing grounds. T he Bristol Bay Pot Sanctuary’sother mai n pur posewasto prevent conflictsbetween foreign
mobiletrawl gear andU.S. crab pots. (The only substantive regulations affecting domestic fishermen werein
the taking of halibut: licenses, gear, s zelimits, closed nur sery grounds, and catch quotas govern that fishery).

To prevent overexplaitation of specific herring stocks important to the well-being of native fishermen and
villages, no haring fishing was allowed east of 168°W, north of 58°N. Concerns were also raised about
bycatches of chinodk salmon, mainly around Unimak Island, but no specific measureswereplaced inthe FMP
other than a prohibition onsalmonretention inthe trawl fisheries. Further, the FM P noted that impacts on
marine mammals included (1) direct impacts from trawl netting, plastic wrapping bands, and other debris
around their necks or bodies and (2) indirect impacts of the fisheries competing for some of the same species
of fishand shdlfish used as food by the northern fur seal and other marine mammals.

In 1977, GOA fisherieswere also mostly foreign, although there were domestic fisheries for sablefish mainly
off southeastern Alaska and emerging interest in other groundfish species, particularly off Kodiak Idand. The
GOA groundfish FMP set foreign catch quotas for pollock, rockfi sh, flounders, Pacific cod, Atka mackere,
and other species, and set aside amounts of most species for the developing U.S. fishery. U.S. management
policy for the GOA, as stated in the FM P, was to (1) ensureadequate paential for development of new U.S.
fisheries, (2) protect the halibut resource soit could rebuild to provide maximum sustainableyield (MSY), and
(3) allow for foragnfisheries, consistent with the other two dbjedives. Likethe BSAlI FMP, theGOA, FMP
had smilar provisons regar ding the cl osur e of foreign fisheries on quota attainment, andidentical provisions
for reporting, monitoring, and obsaver requirements.

Bycatch protections in the GOA FM P included prohibiti ons on retention of haibut, salmon, shrimp, herring,
and creatures of the continental shdf such as crabs (this category was termed Cortinental Shelf Fishery
Resources or CSFR intheFMP). Notrawling was allowedwithin 12 nautical miles (except at 169°—170°W)
toprevent gear conflictsandcatch of inshore species (Table2.7-7). Six Kodiak | dand Gear Areas were closed
toforeign fishing fram August 10 throughMay 31 toprevert conflictswithU.S. crab pots and helibut setlines.
To protect emergent domestic fisheries in Dutch Harbar and Sand Point, notrawling at all was allowed in the
Davidson Bank area. Other ar easwer eclosed throughout the GOA to reducehdibut by cat ch. T hree additiorel
areas were dosed around Kodiak Island within five days of the halibut fishery so the grounds wauld be
undisturbed and gear corflictswith U.S. fishermenwould bereduced. A rulechangetotheFMPin April 1978
further restricted foreign fishing by limiting the cod fishery west of 157°W and inside the 500-m isobath to
longlines to reduce bycatch of other species and prevent gear conflicts during the halibut season.
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Table2.7-8a Groundfish Trawl and Longline Closure Areasin the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islandsand Gulf of Alaska, 1977-1987, Based

on Fishery Management Flans and Amendment Regulations and Closur es

Months
Area Gear Type Location All Notes
year 9-12 6-9 3-6 0-3
Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands
Bristol Bay Pot Sanctuary Trawl/longline See Hgure 2.7-8 X Area open during open Bering
(18,742 nm?), 1981 Sea crab fisheries
Winter Halibut Savings Area 1 Trawl/longline See FHgure 2.7-8 X Area open until 2,000 mt
(22,671 nm?), 1981 groundfish caught
Contiguous Fishing Zone (CFZ) | All gear State baseline out to 12 X Halibut and crab conservation
(50,167 nm?), 1981 Foreign vessels miles
CFZ exception rule Trawl Allowed west of X
(26,094 nm?), 1981 178°30'W
Western Aleutian (CFZ) All gear Open all year
(2,361 nm?), 1981 Foreign vessels
Petrel Bank (8,899 nm?), 1981 Trawl 52°51'N to 178°30'W X Halibut and crab conservation
51°15'N to 178°30'W
51°15'N to 179°00'E
52°51'N to 179°00'E
52°51'N to 178°30'W
FCZ Longline Longline 3to12 nm Open all year
(40,730 nm?), 1981 West of 172°00' W
Limits for Chinook salmon Trawl BSAI Amendment 1a X Closed when salmon PSC
for foreign fleets See Appendix A caught
(20,233 nm?), 1982 55°00'N to 57°00'N January 1- March 31,
165°00'W to 170°00'W October 1- December 31
Crab Protection Zone 1 Trawl Area 512 X Closed unless secretary
(8,019 nm?), 1987 BSAI Amendments 10 opens cod for Port Moller
and 12a Program
See Appendix A
Crab Protection Zone 2 Trawl See Figure 2.7-10 X Closed unless secretary
(5,054 nm?), 1987 Area 516 opens cod for Port Moller
BSAI Amendments 10 Program
and 12a
See Appendix A
Halibut Protection Zone 2 Trawl See Figure 2.7-10 Varies Triggered by halibut bycatch
(66,504 nm?), 1987 BSAI Amendments 10 Omitted in Amendment 25,
and 12a 1994
See Appendix A
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Table 2.7-8a (Cont.)

Groundfish Trawl and Longline Closure Areasin the Ber ing Sea and Aleutian Idands and Gulf of Alaska, 19771987,
Based on Fishery Management Plans and Amendment Regulations and Closures

1982

L and Cape Addington
GOA Amendment 12
See Appendix B

Months
Area Gear Type Location All Notes
9-12 6-9 3-6 0-3
year
Gulf of Alaska
Cape Edecumbe-Salisbury All 56°53'N to 57°24'N X Halibut conservation
Sound, 1977 East of 137°00' W
Cross Sound Gully, 1977 All 57°50'N to 58°12'N X Halibut conservation
East of 137° 25' W
Fairweather Gully, 1977 All 58°28'N to 140°00'W X
58°48'N to 138°50'W
58°10'N to 139°11'w
58°28'N to 140°00'w
Davidson Bank, 1977 All 163°04'W to 166°00'w X
North of 53°00'N
Eastern GOA no fish zone, 1977 | Trawl X 11/1-2/16
Central GOA no fish zone, 1977 | Trawl X 2/16-6/2
Six Kodiak gear areas, 1977 Trawl X Crab protection
Three Kodiak halibut areas, 1977 | Trawl X Five days before to five days
after aU.S. halibut fishery
East of 140°W, 1977 All X Protects sablefish grounds
East of 157°W and landward of Longline X Protects juvenile sablefish
500 m isobath, 1977
West of 157°W - 1977 Longline X Exceptions for Pacific cod
longline fishery
Kodiak gear area, 1981 Foreign trawl GOA Amendment 9 X Protects domestic from gear
Lechner line See Appendix B loss for crab fishermen
Pacific ocean perch rebuilding All foreign East of 140°W in federal X Protects domestic Pacific
and foreign closures, 1982 trawling waters ocean perch fisheriesin
Nonpelagic 140°—147°'W southeast Alaska
trawling GOA Amendment 10
See Appendix B
Potgear prohibition on sablefish, [ Longline Between 140°W Protects domestic sablefish

fisheries in SE Alaska
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Table 2.7-8a (Cont.)  Groundfish Trawl and Longline Closure Areasin the Ber ing Sea and Aleutian 1dands and Gulf of Alaska, 1977-1987,
Based on Fishery Management Plans and Amendment Regulations and Closures

Months

Area Gear Type Location All Notes
year 9-12 6-9 3-6 0-3

Gulf of Alaska (Cont.)

Kodiak trawl closure areas, All GOA Amendment 15 X X Varies | Protection of king crab stocks
1987 See Appendix B in spring months
See Figure 2.7-37

Notes: CFZ - contiguous fishing zone
FCZ — foreign closure zone
GOA — Gulf of Alaska
mt — metric tons
nm? — square nautical miles
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Figure 2.7-7 Redtrictions on domestic and foreign fishing for groundfish in two areasin the
eastern Bering Sea.



The sablefish FMP regulated foreign saline fisheries from southeastern Alaska down the Pacific coast off
Washington and Oregon. Foreignfisheiesfor GOA sabl efishwereprosecuted by londine'sfromJapan, South
Korena, and Taiwan. The FMP established sablefish tota allowable catches (T ACs) for the BSAI, GOA, and
Pacific coast. All werealocated to foreign fisheries or total allowable leve of foreign fishing (TALFF) inthe
BSAI. Inthe GOA, TALFFwas19,500 mt and Domestic Annual Harvest (DAH) was2,500 mt. There was
no TALFF farther southoff the Padficcoast. There were no time area restrictions in theBering Sea, but there
werevariousyear-r ound and temporary closuresinthe Aleutian Iands(Table 2.7-7). Inthe GOA, theforeign
setline fishey had to stay autsidethe 500-m depth contour to reduce gear conflicts with domestic fishermen
(Table 2.7-7). Also, a limit was placed on the number of vessa-days a nation could fish. Sabldish
management measures were merged into the groundfish FM Ps, begiming with the GOA, in 1978.

Whilethere were no direct measures contr olling the impacts of the fisheries on marine mammals and seabirds,
other than restrictions on operating too close to the Pribilof Islands, each of the groundfish FMPs recognized
and disaussed drect andindirect affeds of fishing on marine manmals and seabirds.

In summary, the FMPs continued and enhanced provisions of the bilaterals. | n many respects, they established
thefundamental philosophy for managing thefisheriesinfutureyearsasthey became completel y Americanized
inthe late 1980s. Harvest limitswer e set for each main species, and fishing ceased when the limit was reached.
Catch reporting and observerswererequired. Time-areaclosures and nonretention of prohibited species, such
as salmon, halibut, crab, and shrimp, werethemain approaches to protecti ng non-groundfish species that were
important target species for domestic fisheries. Time-area closures were also used to protect domestic
fishermen fromgrounds presmption and gear corflicts caused by mabile fareign trawl gear.

2.7.25 1979-1982 Groundfish Fisheay M anagement Plans

A magjor task of the Council, which first convened in October 1976, was to develop FMPs for the graundfish
fisheries to replace the FM Ps (which applied only to foreign fisheries). The firss FMP developed was f or the
GOA, implementad in January 1979: the BSAI FMP was implemented in 1982. Both plans carried forward
most of the FMP management measures. Optimum yields (OY's) were set for each of the main species, and
speci es complexes and fisheries were closed when the OY was reached. The concept of a set-asi de or reserve
wasintroduced to provideallocations to individual fisheriesin season. T he reserve inthe GOA was 20 percent
of each species. Inthe BSAI, the greater of 5 percent or 500 mt of each specieswasset aside. The OYsweae
distributed by management areas in both FMPs. The BSAI FMP had a specif ic objective to r ebuild depleted
groundfish stocks.

Thefirst FMPs placed anemphasison protecting prohibited species and the associated domestic fisheries. For
example, each plan had an oljective to protect halibut. The ban on retention of halibut in trawlswas car ried
forward and sometime-areaclosur eswereexpanded (Figure2.7-7 and Table 2. 7-8a) . Bottomtrawl restrictions
were applied to the for eign fisheries, and depth restridions wereset on foreign longline fishing for Pacific cod
inthe Winter Halibut Savings AreaintheeasternBeringSea. For thefirst timein the GOA, domestictrawlers
had a halibut prohibited species catch (PSC) cap, which, when reached, prohibited fishingwith other than off-
bottom trawls. No restrictions were placed on domestic fishermen in the Bering Sea other than nonretention
of PSC species.

In summary, the fird& FMPs for groundfish were developed mainly to control the predominantly foreign
fisheries, but they established the fundamental management tools that would later be used to control domestic
fishing. FMP restrictions on foreign fisheries were carried over into the FMPs expanded in many cases to
further two policy objectives: (1) protecting target groundfish species, and (2) protecting bycatch species and
the associated domestic fisheries. A PSC limit for halibut for domestic trawlers was implemented for the first
time off Alaskaintheinitial GOA FMP.
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2.7.2.6 1982-1985 Groundfish Management

By the end of 1985, only minar foreign fisheries, directed on pollock and Pacific cod, were being alowed in
the GOA. Forei gn harvesting continued in the Bering Sea. Even there, foreign trawling had ended within 20
nm of the Aleutian Islands, and foreign longlining for cod was restricted to north of 55°N and west of 170°W,
depending on ice condtiors. Foreign harvests dropped to less than 1 million mt in 1985. In contrast,
U.S—foreign joint ventures grew rapidly through the early 1980s. They harvested about 880,000 mt in 1985,
using ove 100 U.S. trawl ers working wi thin some 28 diff erent company arrangements wi th such countries as
Japan, South Korea, Poland, the Soviet Union, Portugal, and Iceland. Completely domestic annual processing
(DAP)reached105,000 mt in1985, mostly by trawle catcher-processors, also called factory trawlers. Pollock
stocks in the GOA-Shelikof Straits were beginning to decline rapidly.

Target Species

The mogt significant changein management of targe species was made in theBSA| Graundfish FMPwith the
setting of an OY range from 1.4 to 2.0 million mt of groundfish, then using the specifications processto set
TAC for each species, which, when combined, could not excead theupper end of the OY range A resource
assessment document (RAD), devel oped annually beginningin 1984, for the BSAI contained afull description
of each stock and its current condition It established in one document all the information needed to set the
harvest levdsfor each groundfishspecies and speciescomplex. A similar document would later be developed
for the GOA goundishfisheries (aswould an OY range and TAC-setting process), which would lat er set the
example and standard for the development of stock assessment and fishery evaluation (SAFE) documents
required of all regonal fishey management councils inthe United States.

Bycatch Control

The other main policy emphasis during the 1982-1985 period was on control of bycatch. By 1985, the
remaining foreign fisheries were required to use off-bottom trawls year-round in the GOA, and much of the
Pacific cod TALFF had been dlocated to foreign longliners to reduce the bycatch that otherwise would have
been incurred by trawlers. To protect halibut, southeast Alaska, east of 140°W, was closed to al foreign
fishing in 1982. In the Bering Sea, a mgor bycatch reduction plan was established for foreign fisheries
(Amendment 3) to decreasethe bycatch of haibut, chinook salmon, bairdi Tanner crab, and red king crab over
afive-year period.

Addtional restrictions were placed on foreign fisheries, but with their directed harvest declining rapidly,
management attentionbegan to focusmore on the rapidly devel oping joint-venture fisheries and the completely
domestic groundfish fisheries. Domestic groundfish fishermen could not retain PSC species, and had only one
PSC limit, for halibut in the GOA, that could close on-bottom trawling. The PSC limit applied only to the
Western and Central GOA Didtricts, but in 1984 it was applied to the entire GOA inresponseto the rapidly
developing domestictr awl fisheries. Pelagictrawlersand longlineswereexempted fromPSC-rel ated closures.
Inaddition, biodegradabl epanel swererequired on all sablefishpots. Bering Sea domestic groundfishfishermen
had no PSC limits, but it passed Amendment 3, the Council made amajor policy statement ontheneed for U.S.
fishermenin the Baing Seatomonitor and control ther bycatch. A majar PSC framewark for spedfying PSC
and dlocating it to various sectors and seasons was established for the GOA and | ater applied to the BSAI.
Obsaveswererequired on all joint-venture processor vessds, and continued catch reporting on target and
bycatch harvest as the foreign fishaieswound down.
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Social and Economic Benefits

The prioritiesin the Magnuson-Stevens Act reguired thet fish be all ocated first to totally domestic gperations,
then to joint ventures, and last to foreign directed fisheries (TALFF). Therdore when a sector of theU.S.
indugry established that it could harvest a cetain amourt, that amourt had to be set asidefor it; theeby
creating economic benefits for domestic fishermen and communities. Two other measures that directly
benefitted domestic fisher men were (1) the ban on the use of trawls and potsin the southeast Alaska sablefish
fishery, leaving it for longliners, and (2) expansion of the Kodiak |dand Gear Areas into one large areq,
bounded by the “Lechner Line,” and its closure toall foreign traming to proted thered king crab graunds

Marine Mammals and Seabirds

The QY cap intheBSAI, whichwasset pur posdy | ow, conf erred advantages on marine mammals and seabirds
by diminishing competitionfor food.

Habitat

The Council voted to prohibit the discard of nets and debris, which often caused entanglement by and thus
mortalities among marine mammals and othe sea life

Summary

By the end of 1985, both groundfish plans had been onlire far at least four years and attention was
increasingly focused on the rapidly growing domestic flegt, particularly trawlers working in foreign joint
ventures. Conservative management of target fisheries was ill the norm for both foreign and domestic
fisheries, but the main policy emphasis, in terms of time and effort spent on the development of management
measures, was on bycatch contral.

2.7.2.7 1986-1991 Groundfish Management

During thefiveyearsbetween 1986 and 1991, the groundfish fisheries becametotally domestic. Thelast years
of foreign-directed fishing in the GOA and BSAI weae 1986 and 1987, respedtivdy. Foreign joint ventures
pesked in 1987, and their last years of operation in the GOA and the Bering Sea were 1988 and 1991,
respectively. Americanizationof the fishery happened mare quickly than anyone had anticipated, and much
of the management effort turned to determining how to restrict the impacts of the burgeoning domestic
groundfishfleet ontraditional fisheriesfor crab, halibut, salmon, and herring. Whereasthecumulativeimpads
of the bilaterals, the FMPs, and first FMPs in controlling bycatch had been aimed directly at the foreign fleet,
in 1986—1991 managers had to rapidly address bycatch problems caused by the domestic fleet, protect target
species, and still allow for continued devd opment of domestic fisheries.

Target Species

The basic management measures were already in placefor the domestic fled. Corservative harvest quatas
(e.g., quotas set low dueto uncertainty in dtate statutes) that had been applied to the foreign fleet were now
applied to the domedtic fleet. The GOA FMP was revisedto incorporatean OY range and indvidual TACs
within that range, mirroring the BSAI FMP. Overfishing definitions were also added to the BSAI FMP. The
pollock stockin the westernand centrd GOA declined significantly in 1986-1990, and the Council set lower
harvestlevd s every year in response to scientific advice. The Council also rebuffed several effortsto raisethe
QY limtintheBSAI to prdong thefordgnjoint-venture operations. The Council chosenot torevise the OY
limits because of concerns about the amount of groundfish taken outside the EEZ, the uncertainties in the
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amount of pollock and othe groundfish species to support Steller sea lions, other marine mammals and
seabirds, andthe reliability of mehodd ogy used to determine ABCs, among others.

The demise o the foreign drected fisheries and joint vertures left a large gap in at-sea data collection.
Obsave's had been required on all foreign fishing and processing vessels, covering activities and providing
verificationof catches. Therewasnoobserver coverageonthegrowing domestic fleet, despite someprovisions
enacted calling for domestic vesselsto take observers in certain areas when requested by NMFS. In thelate
1980s, a small pilot observer program, funded partially by industry and government, provided observers for
a half-dozen volunteer trawlersin the GOA and BSAI. Frustrated by the lack of observer coverage, which by
then dominated the fisheries off Alaska, and with little federal funding available the Courcil vaed to impose
an industry-paid, comprehensive Observer Program on the domestic fleet beginning in 1990. It required 100
percent observer coverage on all vessels over 124 ft and 30 percert coverage on those between 60 ft and 124
ft. This program provided comprehensive catch verification and bycatch monitoring. It has endured over the
past 10 yearsand isa critica component of North Pacific stock management. It providesthe basis for control
of target species harvest, and bycatch monitoring and interactions with marine mammals. Without the
Observer Program, monitoring of deployment of the complex innovative bycat ch management regimes now
used in the domestic fisheries woul d have been difficult, if not impossible.

Bycatch Control

As noted abowve, bycatch cortrol in the domestic fisheries was a major pdicy enphasis in 1986-1990.
Extensive closures wer e imposed on domestic trawlers around Kodiak Idand and inthe eastern Bering Sea to
protect red king crab (Figures 2.7-8 and 2.7-9). Some closur eswere complete and year round; otherswere for
parts of the year and applied just to bottom trawling (Table 2.7-8b). Bycatch limits were set for halibut, red
king crab, and bairdi Tanne crab limits. At first, these limits wereapplied only to thejoint-verture flatfish
fisheries, but by 1990 they were widely applied to the entire domestic fleet, through a complex alocation of
PSC by area, season, gear, and fishery sector, including both trawl and fixed gear. These PSCs closed down
thefisheries for varying lengths of time. 1n 1990, a PSC limit was placed on herring for the trawl fled. Also
during 1986-1990, the Council and NMFS developed the directed fishing standards that limit theamourts
of a groundfish species that could be retained after the directed fishery far that species had closed. These
measures alowed directed fisheriesto be protected by bycatch-related closuresin other directed fisheries. For
example, the relatively high-bycatch fisheries for rock sole and yellowfin sole, when closed, would nat impact
continuation of the low-bycatch pollock fisheries. In summary, the compl ex program for controlling bycatch
in domestic fisheieswas established in 19861990, althoughit would be finetuned inyearsto came
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Figure 2.7-9 Crab and halibut protection zones. Source: NPFMC
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Table2.7-8b Groundfish Trawl and LondineClosureAreasinthe Bering Sea and Aleutian 1slands and Gulf of Alaska, 1988-1998

Conservation Area
Amendment 21a, 1995
7.000 nm?

21a for details

Months
Description Gear Type Location All year | 9-12 | 6-9 | 3-6 | 0-3 Notes:
Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands
Herring Savings Areas (3) Trawl See Appendix A, Amendment Based on PSC limit
Amendment 16a 1991 16a for details (1% of biomass) attained
Summer Area 1, 6,553 nm? South of 57°N between X June 15-July 1
162°— 164°
Summer Area 2, 12,377 nm? South of 56°30'N between X July 1-August 15
164°-167°W
Winter Area 11, 195 nm? Bounds of 58°-60°N and X September 1-March 1
172°-175°W
Walrus Islands Closure All types 3-12 nm around Round X Walrus Protection
Amendment 17, 1992 Island, The Twins Is. and Cape April 1-September 30th
900 nm? Peirce (58°33' and
161°43'W)
Catcher Vessel Operation All types South of 56°00'N between Pollock B season prohibited
Area (CVOA) 1995 163°00' and 167°30'W by offshore sector
Amendment 18, 17,615 nm?
Steller Sea Lion Protection Trawl See Appendix A X varies | 1) All year within 10 nm of
Areas 1) 5,800 nm? 27 rookeries
Amendment 20, 1992 2) 5,100 nm? 2) Seasonal within 20 nm of
8 rookeries
Pribilof Islands Habitat Trawl See Appendix A, Amendment X
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Table2.7-8b (Cont.) Groundfish Trawl and LondineClosureAreasinthe Bering Sea and Aleutian 1slands and Gulf of Alaska, 1988-1998

Months
Description Gear Type Location All year | 9-12 | 6-9 | 3-6 | 0-3 Notes:
Bering Sea/ Aleutian Islands
Chinook Salmon Savings Area | Trawl See Appendix A, Amendment Varies | Closed if bycatch limit
Amendment 21b,1995 21b for details reached 48,000
9,000 nm?
Chum Salmon Savings Area Trawl See Appendix A, Amendment X Closed if bycatch limit
Amendment 35,1995 35 for details reached 42,000
5,000 nm?
Bristol Bay Red King Crab Bottom trawl See Appendix A, Amendment X Crab protection
Savings Area 37 for details
Amendment 37,1996
4,000 nm?
Near Shore Bristol Bay Trawl E of 162°W with the exception X2 Crab protection
Closure Area of block bounded by 159°
Amendment 37,1996 to 160°W and 58° to
15,000 nm? 58°43'N
Opilio Bycatch Limitation Zone | Dependent on See Appendix A, Amendment Varies | Closed to specific fisheries
(COBLZ) which gear ty pes 40 for details when PSC reached
Amendment 40,1996 exceeds their
90,000 nm? PSC
Gulf of Alaska
Stellar Sea Lion Buffer Zones | Trawl X Within 10 nm of Stellar Sea
Amendment 25,1992 lion rookeries
20 nm during pollock "A"
season
Permanent Kodiak Crab Trawl See Attachment A X X
Protection Zones Type 1 Varies
Amendment 26,1993 Type I
Type Il
Southeast Alaska Trawl X Habitat protection
Trawl Closure 1998
52,600 nm?

Notes: ®Except block that would remain open April 1-June 15

nm — nautical miles
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Social and Economic Benefits

The Act’ sallocation priorities to domestic fisher men continued thefavaorableconditions for growth o theU.S.
fishing industry off Alaska, and commensurate benefits to the communities and individual s that depended on
it. “Americanization” of thefisheries happened much faster than had ever been anticipated. Bycatch controls
and timearea cl osures tominmize grounds preemption and gear conflids with traditional fisheries for halibut
and crab also confared economic bendfits to damestic fisheries.

Marine M ammals and Seabirds

Closures of groundfish fishing to protect walrus wereimplemented around Round Idand, the Twins, and Cape
Peirce from 3 to 12 miles from April 1 through September 30, begimingin 1990 (Table 2.7-8b). That same
year, NMFS liged Steller sealions as threatened under the ESA and implemented several measures to reduce
direct impacts on them, such asaban on shooting at sealions, reductionsin incidental kill quotas, and 3-mile
buff er zones around principle rookeries. During those five years, the Council voted againgt raising the BSAI

2-million-mt groundfish cap, which reduced the probability of adverse impact of fishing harvests on food
abundancefor marine mammalsand seabirds. Addtiorally, NMFS beganmonitoring fishery interactionswith
seabirds and marinemamrmels, helped significantly by the comprehensive industry-paid Observer Program.

Habitat

NMFS's policy on habitat was added to both the BSAI and GOA groundfish plansin 1986. In 1988, the
Council approved its own habitat policy and established a habitat committee to review permit requests for
significant devdopments that might impact fishhabitat. The extensivetrawl closuresenacted inthe GOA and
in the BSAI also conferred pratection on habitat.

Summary

The major new palicy initiatives during 1986-1990 were, in descending order, contr ol of bycatch, protection
for marine mammals, and protection of habitat. Conser vati ve management and control of target groundfish
speci es harvests continued. The strong foundation for protecting target species had been established in the
earl ier periodfor foreign fisheriesand thosemeasures, reinfarced by theindustry- paid compr ehensive Observer
Program beginning in 1990, were continued in the domestic fleet as it expanded.

2.7.2.8 19911995 Groundfish M anagement

Begnningin 1991, the groundfish fisheries weare fully damestic and very overcapitalized; they grew rapidly.
By 1995, the groundfish fleet contai ned 1,545 vessels, including1,159vessels fishing with hook-and-linegear,
263 with pots, and 264 with tram's, with some of thevessels using norethan onegear type: about 120 were
catcher processors. The groundfish fleet vessels came mainly from communitiesin Alaska, Washington, and
Oregon. Ther tatal groundfish harvest in 1995 was approximately 2.1 million mt, with 90 percent coming
from the BSAI management area(Figure 2.7-10). Theoverall catch was65 percent pollock, 15 percent Pacific
cod, 12 percent flatfish, 4 percent Atka mackerel, 2 percent rockfish, 1 percent sableish, and lesser amounts
of ather spedes. Interse allocation disputes arose over pollock and Pacific cod For the BSAI actionswere
taken to allocat e pollock and Pacific cod between the inshore and off share process ng sectors andbetweengear
groups.

The problem of excess fishing capacity in most sectors of the groundfish fleet began to be addressed during
this period as well.
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Figure 2.7-10 Alaska groundfish biomass and catch. Source: NPFMC
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Target Species

New overfishing defini tions were incor porated in the FMPs, aban on pollock roe stripping was implemented,
and the Bogodlof District in theBering Sea was established as a sgparate management areafor pdlock. This
latter measure was intended to isdate and contrd harvests o the component of the pollock stock that was
associat ed withthe Aleutian Basin pollock stock, which at the time was being heavily fished in central Bering
Sea international waters by foreign fleets displaced from the U.S. EEZ. Additionally, the Aleutian Islands
management areawas partitioned into three separate areast o manage Atkamacker € and later pollock. Inthe
GOA, arebuilding plan was implemented for Pacific ocean perch stocks, which were decimated by Soviet
fisheriesin the 1960s and haveye to recover. Thesenew measures wereoverlain on the existing conservative
harvest management system.

Bycatch Control

Variousrestrictions were placed on the construction of groundfishgear to minimizebycatch na only of PSC
species, but alsoof juvenile caonporentsof the groundfishstodksthat hadno marke value, ard, therefore were
discarded. For example, biodegradable panels and halibut excluder devices were required on all groundfish
pots. Other restrictions included minimum mesh size in trawls, car eful release mechanisms for the longline
fishery, and refined definitions of pelagic trawls. Sanesand gillnetswere prohbitedin thegroundfishfisheries
because of their indiscriminate bycatch. The Vessd Incentive Program (V1P) was applied to the fisheries,
establishing bycatch ratestandards for PSC species. Hatspot authority was grantedto allow NMFSto close
areas of high bycatch. A herring PSC limit was appliedto the trawl fishery in the BSAI, and halibut PSC
monitoring changed to amortdity basis (Table 2.7-8b). PSC limits were established for chum salmon in the
Bering Sea and mare Baing Sea areas were closed to proted red king crab (Table 2.7-8b). T he chinook
salmon bycatch donation progr am to food banks was gpproved, and a large area around the Pribilof 19 ands
was closed to trawling to protect halibut and arab and for other purposes (Table 2.7-8b).

Social and Economic Benefits

Measures enacted during this period addressed the intense competition for groundfish resources. Pollock and
Pacific cod were allocated between the dffshare and inshore sectors, and a Community Devdopment Quota
(CDQ) Program was establi shed inthe BSAI, allocating 7.5 percert of thepollock and sablefishto six groups
of communities d ong the Bering Sea coast. Capecity problems in the groundfish and crab fisheries were
addressed with a moratorium on further entry, beginning in 1995, and an Individual Fishing Quota (1FQ)
Program was implanented in 1995 for the fixed-gear sablefish and helibut fisheries. The Pribilof Islands
trawling closure, described above confared berefits on local residents.

Marine Mammals and Seabirds

ThePribil of Islandscl asurea so provided protection for marinemammalsand seabirds. The 1991-1995 period
also saw broad i mplementation of closuresto further protect Steller sealions. For example, NMFS closed
areasyear-round to trawling within 10 miles of 37 Steller sealion rookeries, and to within 20 miles during the
pollock A season (January 20-April 15) around five rookeriesin the BSAI. Therewere comparable closures
inthe GOA (Figure 2.7-11). To reduce competition for prey and avoid localized depletion, the pollock TAC
was spread over three areas, and the amount of excess pollock that could be taken in a quarter was limited.
In 1993, the Council reduced the GOA pollock limit signifi cantly well below the biol ogical ly saf e harvest leve
inorder to providefood for sealionsand far ecosystenrs neads. Thepollock acceptable bid ogical catch(ABC)
for 1993 was 160,000mt, but theharvest level wasset atonly 111,000 mt. In March 1993, NMFS published
asealion recovery plan and in August designated Steller sealion critical habitat. T he measures taken to
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Year—Round 10—mile Closures
From To
Island Latitude Longitude Latitude Longitude
Sea Lion Rookeries 55°28.0'N 163° 12.0'W
Ugamak Island 54° 14.0'N 164° 48.0'W 54° 13.0'N 164° 48.0'W
Akun Island 54° 18.0'N 165° 32.5'W 54° 18.0'N 165° 31.5
West Akutan Island 54° 03.5'N 166° 00.0'W 54° 05.5'N 166° 05.0
West Bogoslof Island  53° 56.0'N 168° 02.0'W
Ogchul Island 53° 00.0'N 168° 24.0'W
Adugak Island 52° 55.0'N 169° 10.5'W
Walrus Island 57° 11.0'N 169° 56.0'W
Yunaska Island 52° 42.0'N 170° 38.5'W 52°41.0'N 170° 34.5
West Seguam Island  52° 21.0'N 172° 35.0'W 52°21.0'N 172°33.0
Figure 2.7-11 Steller sea lion protection areas. Source: NPFMC
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Year—Round 10-mile Closures

From To
Island Latitude Longitude Latitude Longitude
West Agligadak Island 52° 06.5'N 172° 54.0'W
Kasatochi Island 52°10.0N 175°31.5'W 52°10.5'N 175°29.0
West Adak Island 51°36.5'N 176° 59.0'W 51°38.0N 176° 59.5
West Gramp Rock 51°29.0'N 178° 20.5'W
Tag Island 51°33.5'N © 178°34.5'W
Ulak Island 51°20.0N 178° 57.0'W 51° 18.5'N 178° 59.5
West Semisopochnoi  51° 58.5'N 179° 45.5'E 51°57.0N 179° 46.0
East Semisopochnoi  52° 01.5'N 179° 37.5'E 52°01.5'N 179° 39.0
East Amchitka Island 51°22.5'N 179° 28.0E 51°21.5N. 179°25.0
East Amchitka Island 51° 32.5'N 178° 49.5'E
Ayugadak Point 51°45.5N 178° 24.5'E
Kiska Island 51°57.5N 177° 21.0'E 51°56.5'N 177°20.0
East Kiska Island 51°52.5'N 177° 13.0'E 51°53.5'N 177° 12.0
East Buldir Island 52°20.5'N 175° 57.0E 52°23.5'N 175°51.0
East Agattu Island 52°24.0N 173°21.5'E
Agattu Island 52°23.5'N 173° 43.5'E 52°22.0N 173°41.0
East Attu Island 52° 54.5'N 172° 28.5'E 52° 57.5'N 172°31.5'E

Seasonal 20—mile Closures

Sea Lion Rookeries 55°28.0'N 163° 12.0'W
Akun Island 54° 18.0'N 165°32.5'W 54° 18.0'N 165°31.5
West Akutan Island 54° 03.5'N 166° 00.0'W 54° 05.5'N 166° 05.0
West Ugamak Island  54° 14.0N 164° 48.0'W 54° 13.0'N 164° 48.0
West Seguam Island  52°21.0'N 172°35.0'W 52°21.0'N 172°33.0
West Agligadak Island 52° 06.5'N 172° 54.0'W

Note: The bounds of each rookery extend in a clockwise direction from the first set of geographic
coordinates, along the shoreline at mean lower low water, to the second set of coordinates; if only one set
of geographic coordinates is listed, the rookery extends around the entire shoreline of the island-at mean
lower low water.

Figure 2.7-11 (Cont.) Steller sea lion protection areas. Source: NPFMC
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protect sea lions at this time wee the first pervasive restrictions on fishing fleet gperations. Regarding
seabirds, there were no restrictions on fisheries except for the Pribilof Idand closure, but obsaverson aab
vesselsdidrecavetraining in seabird recognition.

Habitat

New measurest o protect habitat during thisperiod includethe afor ementioned Pribilof Idands closure, and new
bottom trawling closures.

Summary

During thefive yearsfrom 1991 to 1995, conservative harvest strategiesfor groundfish species continued and
the Pacific ocean perch rebuilding plan was implemented for the GOA. Allocation and fishing capacity issues
werein the forefront during this period, although refinements were made to bycatch controls and PSC limits.
Major new policy initiatives were implemented to protect Steller sea lions asit became more evident that
competitionfor prey may besigrificant inthelong-term recovery o western Alaska sea lion populatiors.

2.7.2.9 19962000+ Gr oundfish M anagement

Groundfish harvests during the second half of the 1990s werearound 1.9 million mt pe year. Their value
surpassed any other fishery off Alaska. In 1998, for example, groundfish harvest swerevalued at the ex-vessd
level of $385 million, compared to shellfish, $219 million; salmon, $243 million; halibut, $94 million; and
herring, $11 million. Thetota number of vessds activein thegroundfish fishery declired from1,545 in 1995
t01,273in 1998, the latest year for which such dataareavailable Againg abackdrop of consavative harvest
strategies, managersimplemented additi oral restrictions on several groundfish gearsand sectorsto reducetheir
impacts on each other and on mari ne mammals, seabirds, and habitat. Spurred by the Sustainable Fisheries
Act (SFA) of 1996, additiona measur eswereimplemented tor educebycatchandwaste. New PSC limitswee
introduced and discard of some species banned. The 1998 AFA also changed theway pollock fisheries were
conduded and alowed for theformation of fishing coopeatives.

Target Spedes

Conservative harvest strateg es were continuedto protect target speciesin the groundfish complex off Alaska.
Overfishing definitions were revisad inresponseto nev SFA-mandated guidelines The GOA rebuilding plan
for Pacific ocean perch was revised, and a major new program cdled | mproved Retention and Improved

Utilization (IRIU) was approved far pollock and Pacific codin the BSAl andfor the GOA. IRIU requires
fishermento land al pollock and cod harvested, includi ng juvenil esand ot her unmarketabl e fractions. Because
thereislittle valuein amall fish, it is hoped that fishemen will avoidareaswhere juveniles are caught in large
concentrations, thusavoi ding theecanomic costsof landing an unmarketabl epart of the resource The overall

intent of theprogram isto reducebycatch anddiscarding of juveniles, andthus help the stocks remain robust.
Beginning in 2003, IRIU will be applied toBering Seayellowfin soleand rock sole, and to GOA shall ow water

flatfish species.

Bycatch Controls

More areas in Bristol Bay were closed to trawling to protect red king crab and the red king crab PSC was
revised (Table2.7-8b ard Figure 2.7-12). PSC limits were established for opilio Tanner crab and chinook
salmon (Figure 2.7-13). The bairdi Tanner crab PSC was revised to be based on abundance. The pollock
fisheries wererestricted using off-baitomtrawls, and I RIU was implementedto reducebycatchanddiscardin
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Bristol Bay Red King Crab Savings Area

Rationale for Closure: Closed to protect red king crab population and habitat.

Origin: Implemented as an emergency rule January 20, 1995. Adopted as part of Amendment 37 in June
1996.

Description of Area: Non-pelagic trawling is prohibited at all times in the EEZ within the area bounded by
a straight line connecting the following pairs of coordinates in the following order:

56°00°, 162°00'
56°00°, 164°00'
57°00°, 164°00'
57°00', 162°00"
56°00', 162°00'

Figure 2.7-12  Bristol Bay red king crab savings area. Source: NPFMC
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Chinook Salmon Savings Area

Rationale for Closure: To reduce excesive bycatch of chinook salmon in groundfish trawl fisheries.
Origin: Adopted as Amendment 21b by the Council on April 24, 1995.

Description of Area: All trawling is prohibited in the Chinook Salmon Savings Area upon attainment

of a bycatch limit of 48,000 chinook salmon taken in the BSAIL A closure would remain in effect

through April 15, then reopen for the remainder of the year. The nine blocks consist of 3 district areas
with the following coordinates:

Area 1: 56°30'N., 171°W_;56°30'N,, 169° W_; 56°N., 169° W_; 56° N, 171° W_; 56°30'N., 171° W.
Area2: 54°N., 171°W_54° N, 170° W 53° N, 170° W 53°N,, 171° W_; S4°N,, 171° W.

Area3: 56°N., 165° W, 56° N, 164° W S5° N, 164° W_; 55°N., 165° W_; 54°30'N,, 165° W _;

54°30'N., 167° W.; 55° N, 167° W_; 55°N., 166° W_; 55°30'N., 166° W.; 55°30' N, 165° W _;
S6°N., 165°W.

Figure 2.7-13 Chinook salmon savings area. Source: NPFMC

CHAPTER 2 - DRAFT PROGRAMMATIC SEIS JANUARY 2001

2.7-53



the pollock and cod fisheries, and for severa flatfish speciesbeginning in 2003. A ban on directed fisheriesfor
forage fish was implemented in 1998. A ban on the discard of demersal shdf rockfishin fixed-gear fisheries
off southeast Alaska was approved, but has not yet been implemented.

Social and Economic Benefits

Messures directly affecting the sodal and economic benefits in the fisheries included an extension of inshore-
offshore processing alocations of cod and pollock, extension and expansion of the Community Development
QuotaProgram in the BSAI, asmall jig gear allocation of Atka mackerel in the Aleutian Idands, and Pacific
cod allocations among various gear sectors in the Bering Sea.  The moratorium on new entrants into the
groundfish and crab fisheries was superceded by the License Limitation Program (LLP) in 2000, and the
sablefishand halibut fixed-gear fisheries continued under the IFQ program, which commenced in 1995. The
AFA led to areduction in fishing capacity for pollock, and a structura change in the fishery through the
introduction of cooperativesfor theinshore, mothership, and offshorefled. These changesar e till playing out
in the fisheries, and cooperatives may be applied to species other than pollock.

Marine Mammals and Seabirds

In May 1997, NMFS reclassified Stdle sea lions into two distinct populations, separated at 144°W. The
easte'n population remained listed as threatened under the ESA, but the western population was listed as
endangered. This resulted in implementation of an extensive new array of fisheries restrictions, particularly
on the poll ock and Atkamackerel fleets. These measures were designed to spread the har vests out over time
and space, to avoid localized depletion of prey for sea lions, and to greatly reduce the amount of harvest from
areas designated as critical habitat for Stdller sealions. Additional rookeries and haulout areas were cl osed
tofishing, and theentireBogos of and Aleutian 1dandsmanagement ar easwer e closed to pollock fishing (Table
2.7-8b). Further, a closure of directed fishing for farage fish was enacted to allov maore prey items to be
available for sealions. Regarding seabirds, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Savice (USFWS) concluded in 1997
that the groundfish fisheries werehaving an effect on shart-tailed albatross and eqablished an incidental take
of up to four birds during 1997 and 1998 in the longline groundfish fisheries. As areault, seabird avoidance
measures were implemented in the longline fishery for groundfish and halibut: baited hooks must sink
immediately, offal must be discharged aft of the hauling station, and streamer li nes and avoidance gear must
be usad. Themeasures wereexpandedin 1999. In 2000, NMFS issued changes to observer data collection
and vessal logbook information to collect data on types of seahird avoi dance measur es used on each haul and
their dfectiveness.

Habitat

Further protection was given to habitat with addtional dosures to bottom traming, and the addition of
identification and description of essential fish habitat to both gr oundfish management plans, as required by the
SFA. For instance, Sitka Pimacles Marine Resave, and area totaling 2.5 square nmin the GOA off Cape
Edgecumbe, is closed to groundfish fishing or anchoring by vessels holding a federal fisheries permit.
Addtionally, certain pedesof coral and sponges associated with habitat areas of particular concern were
protected from commercia fisheries, and astakeholder processhasbeeninitiated to further identify and protect
essentid fish habitat and areas of particular concern.

Summary
The majar policy enphases from 1996 to 2000 have beento control and reduce the impacts of vay robust

groundfish fisheries on other fisheries, on marine mammals and seabir ds, on habitat, and on the ecosystems
as awhole. The most innovative new measure in this period is the complete ban on discards of pollack and
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